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UNITARIAN DISCUSSION. 



This Dbciission, which has excited so much public interest for some 
time back, commenced on Monday, the 14th Aprils 1834, at half- 
past 10 o'clock. MicHA£L Andrews, Esq. of Ardoyne, and Cok- 
ITAY Richard Dobbs, Esq. of Acton, were Chairmen on the occasion. 
The following is a statement of the Propositions which constitu- 
ted the Subject of Discussion on each side, of the Standard of Refer- 
ence, and the Rules by which the business was conducted. 



STANDARD OF REFERENCE. 

The Word of Ood contained in the books of the Old and New Testament, 
which are receiyed into the Authorised Version, admitting them all to be eano- 
nical. The correctness or incorrectness of passages marked as spurious in Gries- 
bach's last edition, and the translation or signification of any particular words 
or passages, to be open to question and legitimate criticism. The divine au- 
thority of Scripture to be admitted on both sides. And all quotations to be 
giyen in chapter and Yerse, according to the divisions of the Authorised Trans- 
lation in common ose. , 



Mr, «r. 5. Porter^ 9 ProposUUnu: 

1. There U one eelf-exiitent God, the Fa- 
ther; who is Ood ahme; to the eDtire excla- 
sion of the alleged Proper Deity of the Word. 

9. The Lord Jesas Christ, the Son of God, 
is (even- in his highest capacity, nature, or con- 
ditioo) a Created Being, deriving his exist- 
ence, wisdom, power, and authority from the 
Fatfattr; and inferior to him in these and all 
other attributes. 



Mr. Sago^i ProponHons: 

1. There is one Ood, Jehovah, who is God 
only, to the entire ezdnsion of the alleged 
godhead of every creature. 

8. The Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is 
the Word made flesh, perfect God and perfect 
man; possessing, as the Word, the same eter- 
nity, knowledge, power, authority, preroga- 
tives, and godhead with the Father, and one 
with him in all attributes. 



REGULATIONS. 

1. The discussion to commence on M OMnAT, the 14th of April, and to con- 
tinue for that and the three following days. 

2. The discussion to continue for four hours each day : — the time, on the first 
day, to be divided into two equal portions, and each to give a statement and 
proof of the affirmative propositions on his ride. 

3. It is to be determined, by lot, on the first day of discussion, who is to open 
the debate. 
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4. On each of the two following dajrs, the tpeaken ftre to address the meet- 
iDg forty minutes alternately, a panse of ten minutes being allowed between 
each address, daring which any question may be asked in explanati<Ai of what 
the last speaker had said. The person who closes one day's disenssion is to 
commence on the following. 

5. The disoaasioQ ie be kM in Belliut^ in 4he most svitaMe pknee that can 
be obtained. 

6. Two Chairmen to preside each day, one chosen by each party, with power 
tu put a peremptory stop to any thing disorderly, and of excluding fbom the 
place of meeting any one who transgresses the rales. 

7. Each day's meeting to commence at eleven o'clock, except the first, which 
is to commence at half-past ten, to allow the Chairmen to make any necessary 
explanations; and Any time lost daring any day's discussion, to be added to 
the reguhir period of closing the business of the day. 

8. Admission to be by tickets,,'for which the sum of ia* each ahaU.Be qfaar^ed, 
and wliich shtjl admit to the entire discussion, tn case of any room remain-] 
ing,tiekets for one day's disciistion, tit U.dd. each, shaU be sold; but not 
befbre-the SatnrdAy pteeedhi^. The inoiley recdt«d to be expended in defray- 
ing Abe ineoessasy expense; iiod,^Baiaafieieiftvfittthttlpu*poi(e,iMurii iAAll'b» 
liable for one- half thd simn .deficient. 

9. No signs of approbation or disapprobation to be allowed; and no person 
whatever to be permitted to addrsas t}ie meetings exeepl the speakers or the 
Chairmen, to a point of order; and no person to interrupt, in any way, the 
8|knkert; but each may faare a fHesd to assMt him in looking for nfestances 
and msffkiiig them. 

10. One Reporter to be empbyed, who shall.be admonished and ezpeoted. 
to do equal justice to both parties in the discussion, and his expenses tp be, 
defrayed out of the produce of the. sale of tickets. >Gach speaker to write out .% 
full report of his own speeches from the Report^'s notes; which» when approved 
by the other party, shall be jointly published; but neither to be allowed to 
introduce any new matter, nor to suppress any argument actually adduced, 
nor any statement aetoally advanced; and eaeh to eomider hi^siilf pMged 
not to sanction the publication of .a report ef anj one side of the disaitislfn 
nnacoompaaied by the other. 

11. On the fourth day of discussion eUch speaker to make one speech of fbrfy 
itaiiiutes' length; an adjournment for half an hour then to take place,.,a(ler. 
which each shall be allowed to make a closing speech of one hoor^ the. r^jporti 
of which shall supersede the apyiendix tormtHj prdposed. 

12. fhe tickets to be equally divided between Mr. Baoot and Mr. PonTSBt 
and to be sold at the price above stated; each to account for the number of 
tickets received, but to be at liberty %& give .^way twenty tickets for the entire 
meeting to his personal friends. 

1^. T^he execution of the above arri^iigementSf and of ali minor regalf tions, 
to be intrusted to Messrs. John Campbell and John Marshall, who mfy eall 
in a third pHrty, by mutual agreement, in case of any ditfeijsnce of opinion. 

We agree to thgjere^^ingt 

I>ANi&L BAOOT. 
J. SCOTT PORTBR. 



FIRST DAY. 



Mr. porter. — Ladibs and Gentlemen, It has fallen to my 
lot to address you first oa this occasion ; and without any formal 
preface, I proceed at once to the business which has brought us to- 
gether this day. 

You are aware that the present controversy has arisen in conse- 
quence of a notice which my reverend opponent caused to be inserted 
in the Northern Whig of Monday, January 20, 1834; which was to 
this effect : 

Thbolooicai. Controversy. — ^The Rev. I)aoiel Bagot, it will be seen, by 
«D advertisement, has published an abstract of controversial sermons, lately 
preached by him in this town. He has requested us to suggest to the Unita* 
rians, that they should publish a similar tract, in the same form, containing, 
concisely, their arguments in reply to his abstract. We readily do this; and 
we would bave added, had Mr. Bagot not got so soon before the public, that 
both tracts should have been stitched together, and sold at a very low price. 
As journalists, we have nothing to do with either party; but, as we wish that 
truth should predominate, on whatever side it may be, we would readily con- 
cur in any fair proposition which might tend to settle the great questions at 
usne. 

Having the honour and happiness to be a Minister of the Gospel 
of that persuasion to which this invitation was publicly addressed, 
it appeared to me that I could not, with propriety, omit taking notice 
of the challenge in some way or other. Had I allowed it to pass 
clisregarded, I should not only have treated with disrespect an inti- 
mation proceeding from a gentleman, whose bland deportment and 
controversial candour I have always most readily acknowledged; 
but I should likewise have given occasion to any who might be so 
disposed, to insiduate that thef Unitarian Ministers of this town — 
though sufficiently open and sufficiently eager to propound their 
doctrines, when no direct attack upon them was to be apprehended — 
shrunk away from avowing and ciefending their opinions, when they 
would necessarily be contrasted with tenets of an opposite description; 
and I have no doubt whatever, the inference would have been drawn, 
and pointedly stated, that this reluctance proceeded from a secret 
consciousness that our principles would not bear the light of open 
discussion. I could not, in conscience and in honour, give ground 
kit these suspicions. Convinced, as I am most firmly, that the 
tenets which I have embraced, are the solemn truths of the Gospel, 
firmly built on the solid foundation of Prophets and Apostles, Jesus 
Christ himself being tfie* chief corner-stone, — I dare not allow them, 
by any remissness or indolence on my part, to receive a wound. 
This would have been to abandon my post in the time of danger — to 
turn my back upon the standard of Christ, at the moment when 
the tide of battle rolled on directly against it. Convinced, besides, 
as I am, by the study o( history, and by what little I have learned 
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of mental changes, that in an enlightened age, and with increasing 
facilities for public instruction, free, open discussion cannot but con- 
duce to the aiscovery and extension of truth, I felt myself bound to 
accept the proposal of Mr. Bagot in some form or other ; for I can- 
not aoubt that the means of religious information are so plentifully 
diffused by a benignant Providence, that if men could only be in- 
duced to employ them, the result must be the progress of truth : and 
it is as a means of rousing men to think, to inquire, to weigh evi- 
dence, and judge for themselves, that I deem discussion and contro- 
versy mainly valuable. 

fiut while, for these reasons, I thought myself bound to take some 
notice of Mr. Bagot s propos^, other considerations, of no small 
weight, as they seemed to me, rendered it inexpedient to accept his 
invitation in the precise terms in which it was conveyed. Had I 
simply accepted his challenge, and published a pamphlet in reply 
to his Abstract, it did appear to me, as it has appeared to all of every 
side of the question with whom I have since conversed, that I riiould 
have done so at a decided disadvantage. For, you must all be per- 
fectly aware, that while persons of Unitarian sentiments feel, in gene- 
ral, little or no objection to read productions in which their tenets 
are impugned, there exists in the minds of a considerable number of 
the opposite persuasion a very great reluctance to peruse tracts in 
opposition to their own views. Had Mr. Bagot, indeed, delayed the. 
publication of his tract until it could have been issued in conjunction 
with a reply of the kind suggested, so that both might have been 
circulated together, and so that every person who obtained the one 
must, of necessity, have lU'ocured the otiier at the same time, I should 
have been most happy to embrace the opportunity of carrying on the 
GODtroversy with one whose temper and candour, as displayed in the 
only discourse I had ever heard him preach, had made upon me a 
most favourable impression. But, this opportunity not being allowed 
me, I thought it would have been a mere waste of time and trouble 
to publish a separate tract; which I very well knew would never 
make its way into the hands of those, whose opinions and views I 
was, as will readily be conceived, most desirous of combating. Act- 
ing under this impression, which every thing that has since occurred 
has only tended to deepen, I published a letter in the Northern 
Whig of Thursday, January 23 ; in which, after stating the reasons 
which induced me to decline taking the step which he suggested, I 
went on to say — 

If, however, Mr. Bagot is desirous of circnlatiag the Aicts and arguments, 
on both sides of the question, fairly among the public, both Unitarian and 
Trinitarian, — I, as an individual, propose to him two methods of doing so, either 
of wbidi will answer the purpose. 

I am ready to publish a series of Essays on the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
from bis pen, in the new series of The Bible Christian ; inserting, at the same 
time, illustrative comments; and subjecting^ both him and his antagonist, who- 
ever he may be, to the conditions specified by the former conductors in reply to 
his note. — Or, if he prefer it, I am willing to meet him in Belfast, in an ami- 
cable discussion on the subject; time, place, and other preliminaries, to be 
settled by friends mutually chosen: tne only stipulation on which I insist 
being, that an authentic report of the entire debate shall be prepared, and 
published at our joint expense. 



Mr. Bagot deelined assenting to my first proposal, — ^the publica- 
tion of a series of essays in the Bible Christian ; but accepted my 
second, — a viva voce debate : and terms and preliminaries having been 
subsequently settled, we appear before you this day, to urge the 
leading arguments for our respective views of the Christian Doctrine. 
And I can safely say, for myself, that while I come forward with a 
heartfelt sense, both of the truth and the importance of that doctrine, 
which I stand here this day to advocate, — i come forward, likewise, 
with perfect charity, nay, with real cordiality, not only for the bulk 
of those persons who differ from my views, but for my reverend op- 
ponent in particular ; and giving him entire credit for the same feel- 
ings that actuate myself, I shall endeavour, and I hope successfully, 
to avoid every expression that could possibly give him offence, or 
sound uukindly in his ears. It is needless to say, that I shall en- 
deavour to discuss the serious and important question on which we 
are at issue, with calmness and seriousness of mind. I shall not 
certainly consider myself precluded from expressing warmly, what I 
feel strongly, respecting ue unscriptural character and tendency of 
the doctrine which I impugn ; for I will not sacrifice my paramount 
regard to the interests of divine truth out of deference -to him, or af- 
fected complaisance to any one. But ridicule, misrepresentation, 
and invective, I shall studiously avoid. The subject is too weighty 
to be made the groundwork of a jest, even when it is most completely 
misunderstood; and the religious convictions of an honest mind, 
even when most erroneous, are with me a matter too sacred to be 
treated with levity. 

After these introductory remarks, I proceed to make my obser- 
vations upon the Standard of Reference and upon the Propositions, 
which you will find given at large in the handbill, that has been 
widely circulated. 

You will observe, that we have agreed td argue on the basis of 
the " fVord of God, contained in the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments, which are received into the Authorised Version, admitting 
them all to he canonical** In the propriety of adopting this standf- 
ard, I beg it may be distinctly understood by all persons and par- 
ties, that I do most entirely and cordially concur. Indeed no Uni- 
tarian could consistently or conscientiously argue the question upon 
any other basis. Let it be understood with die same distinctness, 
that if I had presumed to defend our common doctrines with any 
other weapons, my fellow Unitarians would have disowned my proce- 
dure, and exclaimed against me, as guilty of betraying the good 
cause which I have undertaken to maintain, into the hands of the 
opponents. For it is on Scriptural grounds that we have embraced 
our characteristic doctrine. We are Unitarians solely and simply 
because we can find no doctrine but Unitarianism in the Bible; which 
is our rule of faith and only accredited standard. So far from re- 
jecting the testimony of divine revelation on this or any subject, we 
bow to it with entire reverence; and are ready at any moment to 
repudiate our present views, if they can be shown to be inconsistent 
with the divine record. Nor was there ever a more unfounded accu- 
sation, than that which was frequently preferred against us in former 



timet^ — ^and is iometimei even yet covertly insinuated, — that we under-' 
value the weight, or despise the authority of the Sacred Volume. We 
rank it in our estimation far above the imaginations of the human 
understanding, whether as floating idle in the careless mind, or as 
embodied in creeds and articles and doctrinal liturgies of human 
device. Nor have any writers been more successful in vindicating 
revelation from the objections, and defending it against the assaults 
of infidels, than those of the Unitarian school: witness the venerable 
names of Lardner and of Priestley; not to mention many others, 
of great and deserved though inferior celebrity. 

Again. My reverend antagonist and myself have agreed to avail 
ourselves of all the aid that can be furnished to us, by " legitimate 
eriticUm." Criticism is the art or science which teaches how an 
author's real meaning may be gathered from the expressions whi^b 
he employs. The term, therefore, though harsh to the ears of many, 
as conveying the notion of too close an approach to the employinent 
of human reason, denotes nothing but that which^must be employed 
by any person who, in any way whatsoever, attempts to understand 
the Sacred WriUngs. *' Legitimate" criticism is criticism of a fair 
and lawful kind: not rash, nor fanciful, nor arbitrary; but based on 
sound principles, and conducted with caution and circumspection. 
Surely the man who refuses to investigate the meaning of the Word 
of God in this manner, is unworthy of the treasures of grace and wis- 
dom which they contain. We may safely pronounce, that unless it 
be by accident, he never i^ll attain to them. 

It will be in the recollection of such among you as paid atten^ 
tion to the newspaper correspondence which took place between Mr. 
Bagot and myself, before preliminaries were finally agreed on, pre-* 
vious to the present discussion, that, in one of his letters, he stated 
that the only standard im which he proposed to carry on the discus- 
sion, is " the Authorised Version of the Scriptures, admitting the genu- 
ineness, authenticity, and divine authority of all and every fart of the 
books; allowing, however, criticisms upon the phraseology, considered 
as a translation of a book compiled from the best manuscripts,** And 
he made it a condition that I should publicly state, before any far- 
ther arrangements were made, " whether any particular passages, and 
what, were excepted by me from the above description" You will re- 
collect that I demurred to the first part of this proposition; i.e. the 
admission of the genuineness, authenticity, and divine authority of 
all and every part of the books contained in the Authorised Version. 
I did so under an imperious sense of duty; and I am satisfied there 
is not a regularly educated clergyman, of any sect or church in Chris- 
tendom, who would not have refused to make the admission thus re- 
i]uired of me. For common purposes, the Authorised Version serves 
well enough. I am not acquainted with any version of the Scrip- 
tures, in any language, •4rhich does not contain enough of the divine 
spirit of the original, to make the docile reader wise unto salvation ; 
and for this reason, and because it is the translation to which our 
ears have been accustomed from childhood, and with which our reli- 
gious impressions are most strongly associated, I am in the habit of 
using the Authorised Version in public; and generally, but not ex- 



clusivelyy in private. But to hold it op at a crUical edition — ^to em- 
ploy it in a aiscussion of this kind, where minute accuracy ig above 
all desirable, as a standard of reference, either with respect to text or 
rendering — would be to employ it for a purpose for which it is ill 
adapted. I have given in one of my letters to Mr. Bagot the opi- 
nions of two most eminent Trinitarian writers, who fully justify my 
reluctance to admit the infallible accuracy of King James' Transla- 
tors, in the rendering of every part of the original. I allude to 
Bishqp LowTH and Dr. John Pye Smith; the former an eminent 
critic and scholar, as is proved by his Translation of Isaiah^ with an 
instructive preface and learned Notes ; and the latter, the author of 
the Scripture Testimony to the Messiethfin 3 vols.8vo. — unquestionably 
the most elaborate defence of the Proper Deity of the Word in the 
English language.. The former, while he expresses his approbation 
— in which 1 entirely agree with him — of the style and phraseology 
of the Authorised Version, yet declares, that " in respect of the sense 
and accuracy of the interpretation, the improvements of which it ad- 
mits are great and numberless " ! The latter, who, be it observed, 
is theological tutor in the Calvinjstic College of Homerton, thus 
expresses himself, when writing of the errors and faults in the mode 
of arguing the present question, with which the " orthodox " are espe- 
cially chargeable: 

'' It would seem trnly snperflaous, to express a caution against arguing from 
any translation of the Scripture, as if it were the original. But, it must be 
confessed, that not only unlearned Christians, but some men of respectable 
education, Lave fallen into this egregious error. Nor is this fknlt chaigeable 
on the orthodox alone : their opponents are not perfectly clear from it. Re- 
spectable and excellent as ou^ common version is, considering the time and 
circumstances in which it was made, no person will contend that it is incapa- 
ble of important amendment A temperate, impartial, and careful revision, 
would be an invaluable benefit to the cause of Christianity: and the very 
laudable exertions which are now made, to circulate the Bible, render such a 
revision, at the present time, a matter of still more pressing necessity." — VoL I. 
p, 67, &c. 

In perfect accordance with these sentiments, this distinguished 
writer, almost uniformly, gives his own translation of the passages 
QQpn which he comments. It would be easy to adduce a great va^ 
riety of passages of similar import, from men of undoubted orthodoxy, 
— understanding that term in the common acceptation, — and even 
from persons who have signalised their zeal by writing in defence of 
the Proper Deity of the Word. But I have not taken the trouble to 
transcribe any more of them ; because it appears to me, that those 
already given are sufficient to justify me in refusing to tie myself 
down to this particular translation of the Scriptures. How could I 
reasonably or conscientiously agree to arffiie on the basis of a ver- 
sion which, according to Bishop Lowth, gives the sense and inter- 
pretation so imperfectly, that the improvements of which it admits in 
this respect are "great and numberless 'M How could I, with 
any degree of consistency, descend from the yantage-ground of truth 
and sound knowledge, to adopt the very error which the most illus- 
trious champion of orthodoxy deplores in his brethren ; not only the 
anfeamed among them, but, as he asserts, iu some persons of respect- 
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able edacadoD? Woaid not ibis be laying aside the panoply of 
divine truth, to clothe myself in ill-tempered armour, which my op- 
ponents themselves are beginning to throw from them, as insufficient 
to defend them in the hour of danger ? 

But I had another reason for declining to receive the Authorised 
Version of the Scriptures, as a full and sufficient guide. Not only 
is the translation, in many places, susceptible of great improvement; 
but the copy of the original from which it was made, is known and 
is acknowledged by scholars of all sects and parties, to have been in 
many places corrupted, mutilated, and interpolated, in a way which 
renders several of its statements, on this very subject, liable to strong 
suspicion, or entirely unworthy of notice. For die last one hundred 
and fifty years, learned men, of the greatest industry, and of unques- 
tionable integrity, have been laboriously engaged in endeavouring to 
detect these corruptions, wherever they could be found. Bishop Wal- 
ton, by his Polyglot Bible, containing the original of the Scriptures, 
with several of the most ancient Versions, and a selection of various 
readings, may be said to have given the first impulse to this most inte- 
resting and important branch of criticism. He was succeeded by Mill, 
who published an edition of the New Testament, with various readings 
from a great number of M.SS. which he either collated himself, or 
procured to be collated, for the purpose of his edition. His work 
was republished in Holland, by Kuster, with additions and correc- 
tions. Wetstein followed, who still farther enlarged the field by a 
prodigious number of various readings, collected from H.SS. which 
were unknown to Mill and Kuster, or only partially inspected. 
Mattumi, Adleb, and Biech, have lent material aid: — the first 
by accurate collations of Greek M.SS. contained in the public libra- 
ries of Russia; the second by a similar collation of the Vienna M.SS. ; 
the last by his ample details of the M.S. treasures of the Vatican, 
and other libraries of Italy, which he travelled to inspect, at the ex- 

Eense of the King of Denmark. Numerous important accessions 
ave been made to the science by MicHiBLis, and his annotator. 
Bishop Marsh ; who, whatever may be thought of him in other res- 
pects, has honourably distinguished himself as a promoter of a liberal 
and enlightened criticism, on the text and exegesis or explanation 
of the Sacred Volume. The results of all these labours and re- 
searches (labours and researches, be it observed, which have all 
taken place since the received translation was compiled, and of which 
therefore it was impossible for King James's Translators to avail 
themselves, — ^had they been, as doubtless they would have been, so 
disposed,} are considered to be embodied in an edition of the Greek 
Testament by Professor Griesbach; whicfi, on account of its accu- 
racy, fidelity, and impartiality, has deservedly obtained a high rank 
in Uie estimation of theologians and scholars of all sects and parties. 
In particular, it is spoken of with great deference by Dr. J, Pye 
Smith; by Professor Moses Stuart, of Andover; and by Dr. 
Wardlaw, of Glasgow: — and I am sure that my reverend opponent 
will agree with me, tiiat men more distinguished for learning have not 
stepped forth of late years as champions of the Trinitarian doctrine. 
Indeed, so high is the reputation that this edition has acquired, that 



it is now tacitly assumed as the standard of reference among theo« 
logical writers: insomuch that no person of character or standing 
among them would think it fair to build an argument on any of the 
readings which Professor Griesbach has rejected, — at least without 
giving notice of that circumstance, — and stating the ground of his 
dissent from the learned Professor's decision. Such is the Edition 
of the New Testament writings, which I mean to assume as my 
standard of reference : but let it be observed, that I do not seek and 
never did seek, to tie down my reverend opponent, to this or any other 
edition of the Sacred Volume. I may take this opportunity of 
mentioning that Gribsbach was himself a conscientious believer in 
the Trinity : I do not appeal to his Edition, because it is the produc- 
tion of a partizan of my own, for such is not the fact ; but umpl v 
because it is the most accurate I can find. If Mr. Bagot agrees with 
him in the reading of any text, he is at liberty to follow him : if he 
dissents from the opinions of Uiat critic, he is equally at liberty to 
do so. I do not mean to tie up his hands, nor fetter his feet I give 
him a clear stage and fair play. Let him make the best of his cause. 
— I should not have mentioned the name of Griesbach at all in these 
preliminaries, had not ray reverend opponent pressed me to send him 
a list of texts, in which I thought the received English Version of the 
Scriptures erroneous. In answer to this demand, 1 referred him to 
the work of the learned and orthodox critic, as a standard by which I 
was and am willing to abide. 

But my friends before me, and around me, may perhaps ask. 
Why make this a point of importance P Why insist so strenuously 
on introducing this Edition to your notice, when I admit the Com- 
mon Version to be sufficient for ordinary purposes P — To this inquiry 
I answer, that Dr. Griesbach has clearly and satisfactorily shown 
that several of those texts which are most confidently relied on as 
proofs of the " Proper Deity of the Word,** are spurious interpolations, 
or false and corrupted readings. If I admitted these to be genuine, 
1 should not only enter into this contest with my hands tied up, but 
— which I regard as a much more serious evil — I should indirectly 
lend my countenance and sanction to fraud and imposture; if, indeed, 
I could in that case be said to do so only indirectly. 

That it was of importance to me to urge this point, I am firmly 
convinced; and I am confirmed iiithis conviction, when I look at 
the first page of that pamphlet of Mr. Bagot, which gave ri^e to the 
present controversy. I find there, — at Sxe close of the very first 
paragraph, and in the very first line which contains quotations of 
Scripture, — reference to a certain text, which is usually called 1 John 
V. 7, and which in the common version reads thus: 

There are three that bear record in heaven; the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost: and these three are one. 

This passage is usually quoted as 1 John v. 7; but, so far as author- 
ship is. concerned, ike Falher of liei may dispute claim to it with the 
venerable Apostle, and must be allowed to have a preferable title; 
for, if knowingly introekteed, a more gross, impudent, and baaeless 
forgery was never executed or attempted. At first when I saw this 
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passage iq Mr. Bagots pamphlet^ I wnn, I coafess, struck' with the 
ignorance of perhaps the most remarkable and clearly ascertained 
fact in the criticism of the sacred text, which the Quotation displayed. 
It afterwards, however, occurred to me, that tne reference might 
have been introduced to justify his own employment of the term 
Word, in the statement oX his doctrine, by the example of the person 
who forged this verse, whoever he might be. But this opinion I felt 
m3rself afterwards obliged to abandon, by two considerations: The 
first is, that the authority of a convicted imposture could hardly be 
reckoned respectable; and the second, that the very next reference 
is to a verse in which the term Word does not occur at all, and 
which in that point of view could lend him no aid. And I may here 
remark, that of three verses, which are all that Mr. Bagot has 
adduced to justify the statement of his doctrine as the '* Proper Deity 
of the Word/* one is a manifest and acknowledged forgery ; another 
does not contain the term Word at all, but a different phrase, which 
he himself passes over as not sufficiently expressing the subject; 
and the remaining one is to the only other place in the whole Bible 
where the phrase Word is employed, or can be alleged to be em- 
ployed, to denote a person. 

But 1 John v. 7 is not the only one of the texts which are relied 
on by some as proofs of the Trinity, that are proved by Professor 
Griesbach to be spurious. I may refer, among others, to Acts 
XX. 28 ; where the Common Version reads, in the address of the 
Apostle Paul to the elders at Ephesus, 

Feed the church of Oody which he hath purchased with his own blood. 

Here there is an unquestionable reference to the death of Christ; 
and in this allusfon, his blood is expressly called ike blood of God; 
a phraseology which, to say the least, — though objectionable, in 
other respects, to Protestant ears, — lends some countenance to Mr. 
Bagot's aoctrine of the " Proper Deity of the Word.** But the learned 
and orthodox Griesbach, after a laborious examination of the ori- 
ginal manuscripts and other authorities, leaves it almost beyond a 
doubt that this is a false reading; and that the words really spoken 
by Paul, and recorded by Luke, were, "Feed the church of the Lord, 
which he hath purchased with his own blood;" an expression which 
involves no doctrine but what Unitarians most gladly and gratefully 
receive. « 

There is another passage which is greatly relied on by the 
orthodox^ and which this great critic, though himself of orthodox 
sentiments, felt himself compelled, by the weight of testimony and 
authority, to take out of the text. I allude to 1 Tim. iii. 16. — There 
is no phrase which popular preachers and speakers are in general 
more fond of applying to our Lord and Saviour, than God manifest 
in the flesh. This forms the beginning, middle, and end of every 
harangue on the subject of his alleged Divinity, or-^speaking under 
the correction of my reverend opponent — his " proper Deity.*' One 
would think, by the frequency with which this phrase is repeated in 
their mouths, in conjunction with sc^emn appeals to the testimony 
of the Word of God, and cautions to form our doctrinal Opinions 





Sccordiiig to its testimony, that this is the common and usual same 
y vhic^ our Saviour is ^esigjoated in the Sacred Volume. We 
laigtit sup{K)se, from the hmguage of popular preachers, (what would 
Jbe natural enough, I confess, if the doctrine m question were true,} 
th^t, in all the accounts of all the Evangelists, and in all the epistles 
of all the Apostles, our Saviour was customarily and usually desig- 
nated by no other title. We might imagine, that, in the account of 
his nativity, it was declared that the babe bom in 3ethlehem was 
God manifest in Hie flesh; — we might imagine, that, when the doc- 
tors and teachers were surprised at the intelligence and answers of 
the child Jesus when twelve years old, it was declared that this child 
was no other than God manifest in tk^ flesh; — we might conclude, 
that, when at his baptism in Jordan a voice from Heaven gave attes- 
tation to his divine mission, he was proclaimed, by the celestial 
herald, to be God manifest in the flesh; — and so through his mira- 
cles, and labours, and dangers, and sufferings, and resurrection and 
ascension, we might expect to find the Sacred Historians every where 
reminding us, that they recorded the eventful history of God manifest 
in the flesh. But all such expectations are vain — all such imagina-- 
dons deceitful. Our blessed Lord is nowhere called God manifest 
in the flesh, except in 1 Tim. iii. 16; and there, as Griesbach 
informs us, he is so called only by those who are ignorant of the 
true reading; — whieh is not that God was manifest in the flesh, but 
simply thiai, 

Qreat is the mjrstery of gedliness: he who was manifeit in the fleah, was 
jastilied'in the spirit, was seen of angels, was preached onto the Gentiles, was 
betieved on in the world, was received up into glory! 

And well did a state of glory and bliss in the world above, suit 
the character and conduct of the meek, the gentle, the benevolent 
^Esus OF Nazareth — the Lamb of God, without blemish and with- 
out spot! 

It is needless for me to enumerate, at present, any more of those 
texts which this learned and candid critic has shown to be spurious 
or corrupt. Suffice it to say, that some of those most confidently 
relied on, and most prominently put forward by orthodox advocates, 
(ire in his opinion interpolations ; and that learned and impartial 
fuen, on ev^ry side of the question, are, in general, fully satisfied 
of the accuracy of his decisions. If, howevi|r, any person is disposed 
to dissent from his conclusions. Professor Griesbach allows full 
opportunity to eveiy reader of his books to form his own judgment^ 
for he gives the evidence on both sides, against as well a& in favour 
of his own conclusions. 

Tbis^then, is the standard to which I appeal : the Scriptures of 
the Old Testament, as they appear in the common text, interpreted 
by the aid of legitimate criticism ; and the Books of the New Testa- 
ment, as they are found in that edition which. is universally allowed 
to make the nearest approach to the original autographs, as prepared 
by tibie Evangelists and Apostles; — w edition, I repeat again, not 
published by one whose opinions lay pn my side of the question, but 
all whose feelings and views pointed the other way. 

B 
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I now come to state the doctrine which I propose to maintain. I 
have, in compliance with the request of Mr. Bagot, embodied the 
doctrine which I am about to maintain respecting the Supreme 
Being, and respecting the person of our blessed Lord, in answera to 
two queries propounded by him, and to which he insisted on a public 
and direct reply. The queries, as they were originally proposed^ 
(for to the second edition of them I do not wish unoecessarily to 
reffBr, j were, fVhom do you consider to he the One God of the Bible ? 
And what positive views do you hold in reference to the person of the 
Word which was made flesh f 

To these questions I gave my answers in the columns of the 
Northern Whig: 

1. There is one lelf-existent God, the Father: who is God alone; to the 
entire exclusion of the alleged godhead of every other person, being, subsist- 
ence, or^distinciiion. 

2. The Lord Jesus Christ is the Son of God, deriving (even in his highest 
capacity, nature, or condition) his existence, wisdom, power, and authority, 
from the Father, and subordinate to him in all attributes. 

I had purposely drawn up these propositions in a form which I 
thought directly impugned the doctrine advanced in the Abstract of 
Mr. Bagot, and in the Articles of the Church of which he is a mem- 
ber; but as at our conference soon afterwards, held for the purpose 
of settling the preliminaries, he thought the contradiction not strong 
enough, I afterwards modified them, at his desire, into the form in 
which they appear in the printed handbill : 

1. There is one self-existent God, the Father: who is God alone; to the 
entire exclusion of the alleged Proper Deity of the Word. 

2. The Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is (even in his highest capacity, 
nature, or condition,) a created being, deriving his existence, wisdom, power, 
and authority, from the Father; and inferior to him in these and all other 
attributes. 

At the same time that I made these modifications in my printed 
propositions, I declared to him, — and now repeat publicly, for the 
information of all to whom the opinions of so humble an individual 
are matter of concern, — that I am not one of thoM^ Christians who 
believe our blessed Lord and Saviour to be a simple, mere man, 
miraculously inspired and directed by the Supreme Being, or by his 
energy, the Holy Spirit. I receive his own words as literally true, 
when he declares that he came down from heaven. I acknowledge, 
according to his own most solemn declaration in that most afiecting 
prayer that ever was uttered or recorded, that he had glory with the 
Fatner before the world was; and I regard the state of glory into 
which he was removed by his ascension'as only a resumption of that 
dignified state in which he existed before he appeared among men, ' 
with an augmentation of rank and felicity, conferred upon Mm as a 
reward for the benevolence, the patience, and the piety, evinced in 
the midst of the most cruel privations and •affehngs here below. 
These are my views of the person of the Redeemer of men ; and I 
think they' are borne; out by the tenor of the Sacred Volume; 
though not unattended-with difficult and perplexing circumstances, 
which sometimes occur to my own mind with a force that disposes 
me to look with great charity on those who differ from me. Still i 
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thiiik them to h% founded on, and agreeajble to the Word of God. 
But I refused to insert them in my replies to Mr. Bagot's querieSt 
because they do not relate to the subject of controversy between him 
and me. Our discussion relates to the " Proper Deity of the Word" 
On that subject my propositions are> I will venture to affirm, as full 
and explicit as he could himself desire ; and on points that may be 
agitated between myself and my Unitarian brethren, I will not enter 
into controversy with him« Let him first become a Unitarian, and 
then it will be time enough for him and me to discuss the pre-exist- 
ence or humanity of Christ. And if I were to judge from the first of 
the propositions which he has put before the public, I might conclude 
that he is already almost, and is on the high road to become alto- 
gether, such as I am myself. For. behold,"in the very front appears 
a statement, which contains no doctrine from which l^e most deter- 
mined Unitarian that ever lived, would or could express his dissent. 
His first proposition is : • 

1. There is one God, Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclnsion of 
the alleged godhead of every creature. 

Shade of the injured Emltn I be at rest Your principles are 
espoused by the advocate of that church whose prelates couuteuanced 
your odious persecution ! Peace to your manes ! — your mantle has 
fallen where yon least expected it to light. " There is one God, 
Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclusion of the alleged 
godhead of every creature." Where — where in all the world did Mr. 
Bagot light upon this heterodox truth ? Not, certainly, in the creeds 
which he habitually recites in public worship ; and which, whether 
Nicene or Athanasian, contain no doctrine so pure, so clear, so beauti- 
ful, so scriptural, so divine, respecting the Godhead of the Almighty ! 
No, nor in the tomes of ponderous divinity that have been elaborately 
composed in cloisters, colleges, or halls — and have been preached in 
.pulpits, or unfelgnedly assented and consented to by the clergy of 
his church. It was not there that Mr. Bagot lighted upon the pure 
and beautiful truth, which his own first proposition enunciates, that 
" there is one God Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclusion of 
the alleged godhead of every creature V* No : some stray leaf of 
Lard^er or of Belsham must have wandered into his study, like 
the Sibyl's verses borne upon the flitting breeze ; some fragment of 
Priestley or of Price, of Cb'anning or of Bruce, must have 
found its way into his retirement ; and having caught his eye, has 
presented to his mind the idea of this simple and admirable truth, 
that Jehovah is one ! which, so soon as seen, captivated his imagi- 
nation by its loveliness, and won him by its charms to do it this 
public homage ! 

It cannot be said, with truth, that Mr. Bagot adopted this divine 
and scriptural and most Unitarian proposition, without due warning. 
The act was not done inadvertently. I told him, at the time when 
we exchanged our statements, that his amounted to a departure 
from his own doctrines. I told him that it would be considered by 
those of that theological party of which he was regarded as the cham- 
pion, — as a dereliction of their principles. I told him it would not be 



13 

considered by any party as a satisfactory reply to his own questiofl, 
which he had of his oWn mere tnotion pat to me, and which he bad 
insisted on my answering explicitly, and in the public prints, before 
be would even consent to make arrangements for the present meeting. 
I pnt the question to him in his own words, — ** Whom do you consider 
to bB the One God of the Bible?" I fully expected to hear him ansW^, 
" God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy GA^/;"-— or, in the 
language of the Litany, the "Holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three 

Sersons and one God" Such an answer would have comported with 
is office as a clergyman in a Trfuitarian church, and with his cha-> 
racter as a man zealous for that doctrine, and who had previously 
published a Treatise on the subject; but all such ideas were vajn. 
Mr. Bagot had, in his sermon at St Anne's, avowed himself "a Uni- 
tarian ;*' and so much was he in love with his newfangled desigoadou, 
that nothing would content him but to advance this Unitarian propo- 
sition to the front of his arrayed battalion ! — ^The name of Unitarian 
has been held up as a term of invective and severe reproach. Its 
synonymes, in popular addresses, have been infidel, atheist, reviler of 
the Saviour! The Unitarian doctrine has been held up to public scorn 
and execration, as a God-denying heresy — a soul destroying-leprosy 
— a dilution, and a upas tree! It is to be hoped that none of these 
epithets will ever agam be employed; for now our name is assumed, 
as a term of honour, by the very leader of our opponents; and our 
right to its exclusive possession is contested with us, as a thing of 
value; and he who steps forward to impugn our faith in fact, pays it 
ihe compliment of assuming it in name : insomuch that when he might, 
and in my opinion was bound in fairness to put down in his first pro- 
position a statement of the Trinitarian doctrine, he feels himself in- 
duced or obliged to content himself with the assertion of ours. 

I say again, — I distinctly say, that Mr. Bagot, by this statement, 
shrinks from the defence of the Trinity. I say again, that he renders 
up the battlements of his own ecclesiastical creed. I say again, that 
he has not given a clear, an open, and explicit answer, in accordance 
with the principles which he is supposed to maintain, to the very 
question which he perSeveringly and pertinaciously urged on me ! 

But while t allow, — and not only allow, but in the course of this 
discussion shall strenuously maintain, that the Jirst proposition of 
Mr. Bagot contains nothing but a principle of eternal truth, against 
which the gates of hell shall not prevail, — I am very far from be- 
stowing the same praise upon the second, which he has linked with it 
in an ungrateful and unholy alliance. His first proposition we have 
seen. The second is to this effect: 

2. The Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is the Word made flesh, perfect 
God and perfect man; possessing, as the Word, the same eternity, knowledge, 
power, authority, prerogatives, and godhead with the Father, and one with 
him in all attributes. 

The match is ill assorted; the parties are not agreed; and I for- 
bid the banns! 

The first proposition is rational — scriptural — intelligible; the 
second is irrational, unscriptural, and unintelligible. The first pro- 
position asserts, that " there is one God Jehovah only; " — 9, propositioii 
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^faich 18 in ftccordance widi the soundeit dictates of the huo^ati 
understandiiif ;^ — « prcfpositidn which is in complete harmony with 
thst prinlary revelation, the revelation of nature, on which the reve- 
latioh bf the Bible is founded : for if the heavens declare the glory 
of God, they declare the glory of One Qod only ; if the firmament 
showeth forth his faaiidy-work, it certamly reveals the handy-work of 
nbn^ besides. Whereas the second of these mntually-destmctive 
propositions announces a second person in the character of Deity, of 
whom reason says nothing, and of whom, in this capacity. Scripture 
is silent. The first proposition declares, that " there is one God, 
JehovAh,- who is God only, to the entire exclmion of the alleged god^ 
head of every creature;* — a proposition which is distinctly stated over 
and over again, as I shall abundantly prove, in every part of the 
Sacred Yolujne, with every copious variety of phrase, of emphasis, 
and connexion, that can give it weight. The latter announces, that 
" the Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is perfect God and perfect 
man;** — a statement which I defy him to produce any one passage of 
Scripture to prove; — to prove, not by inference, nor deduction, nor 
wire-drawn conclusion, nor by arbitrary meanings placed upon'^ words 
contrary to their known tenor and signification m other places ; but 
by plain, downright, unequivocal assertion, such as I shall bring for- 
ward, if he does not, to establish his first proposition. Let him name 
to us one single text in which it is plainly declared, that " the Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is the Word made flesh, perfect God and 
perfect man,"— or words to that efiect, — ^and tibe controversy between 
us is at an end. The first proposition declares a truth which all can 
understand, and all can heartily embrace, that " there is one God, 
JEtiOTAH, who is God only;" — a truth which is bo mystery and no 
contradiction. But the latter, which asserts that the same being is 
perfect God and perfect man, asserts what Mt. Bagot may and will 
and inust affirm to be a mystery ; but which, I do declare, appears 
to me to be nothing but a contradiction and an absurdity. To say 
that the same-being and the same person is perfect God and perfect 
man, — what is this but to affirm, that he is almighty, at the same 
time that he is weak; that he is omniscient, at the same time that 
he is ignorant; that he is omnipresent, at the Same time that he is 
limited in extent; that he is eternal, at the same time that he is 
limited in duration ; that he is supreme and independant, at the same 
time that he is inferior and dependant^ — Call this a mystery ! — say 
that it is above human reason ! It is not above human reason ! I 
know the meaning of every term in' the proposition. I know the force 
of every connecting particle or phrase employed. I see and know 
that the two sets of attribUtes> the divine and human, are perfectly 
incompatible; — that the proposition which asserts they both belong 
to the same person, is irreconcilable with itself, and is self-destruc- 
tory. — No such proposition is contained in Scripture! 

I am aware that those who argue on this hypothesis tell us, they are 
compelled to resort to it, in order to get rid of a contradiction. They 
say that one set of qualities appear to be ascribed to our Lord Jesus 
Christ in one set of passages, and another in other places; and thus 
they are obliged to ^ave recourse to the supposition of two natures 
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as amted in one person^ ia order to set rid of a contradictton ! And 
how do they get rid of this contradiction P How does their theory 
help them out of the difficulty P Verily, it leaves them just where it 
found them ! It gets rid of the contradiction, by leaving it still sta- 
ring them broadly in the face ! Asserting the union of two natures, 
the divine and the human, in one person, is just asserting the same 
proposition in other words, which is allowed by the argument itself, to 
.be contradictory and absurd ! I shall prove, when these supposed con- 
tradictory texts come before me in the discussion, that it is by no 
means necessary to have recourse to this extravagant and unheard- 
of supposition, in order to understand the passages referred to. I 
shall show, if 1 have time, that there is not one of them which may 
not be explained on the supposition, that our blessed Lord is what 
he always spoke of himself as being, one separate and distinct person 
and being ; like other created intelligences. In the mean time, I 
would just beg to state or to repeat to yon, what is the nature and 
kind of that evidence, which, if this doctrine be the doctrine of 
Scripture, must be required to support it. 

For this purpose, let us place ourselves in the situation of 6ne of 
the Evangelists; Matthew, for instance, who had known, and 
personally accompanied our Lord. He knew that this illustrious 
teacher was not only the long-expected Messiah, for whom the nation 
of the Jews anxiously looked, but a personage infinitely more exalted 
than the race of Abraham had ever exalted in their most ardent 
moods of anticipation ; he was no less than the Eternal and 
Omnipotent Jehovah, who created, sustains, and governs the wide 
universe of nature, clothed with the attributes of humanity. Under 
the veil of human infirmity was concealed the awful majesty of the 
Eternal King ! With this sublime and mysterious being, Matthew 
had himself lived in habits of intimacy and familiarity. He had 
been invited to become his follower, and had accepted the call ; he 
had entertained him in his house — ^had accompanied him on his 
journeys through the land of Judea — had witnessed his dangers, 
and shared his privations ; and had seen him w^ep over the grave of 
Lazarus ; and had heard him affectiogly deplore the blindness and 
infatuation of the Jews in obstinately rejecting him ; and had beheld 
him shed tears over the city of Jerusalem, while he foretold the ruin 
and desolation which the perverseness of its inhabitants was bringing 
down upon it Nay, more, he had beheld him seized like a male- 
factor by a band of infuriate zealots; dragged before a bigoted high- 
priest and a cruel magistrate ; condemned to death by a sentence 
extorted by threats from an unwilling but guilty judge ; and, at last^ 
crucified on Golgotha, with every circumstance of insult and aggra- 
vated cruelty: and knowing all this, and knowing that this being, 
thua treated, was no less a being than the dread and awful 
Majesty of Heaven, — that Great and Eternal Being, whose veiy 
name was deemed by the Jews too sacred ever to be pronounced, 
save once in each year, by Uie high priest when alone, in the holy 
of the holies; — Matthew, knowing all this, sits down to write a 
history of his life and labours for the instruction of his countrymen. 
He begins with the commencement of his earthly existence ; he con- 
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liaues his narrative through the intermediate stages of his life and 
miuiBtry ; he ends with his resurrection from the tomb. He seems 
to have taken particular pains to make his narrative as full and 
minute as possible ; yet, wondrous to relate ! the one circumsfance, 
which^ if true^ formed the most astonishing and wonderful of all the 
wonders connected with our Saviours character — the miracle of 
miracles, which^ if true, eclipsed all other miracles that ever were 
wrought — the doctrine of doctrines, which, if true, threw all other 
facts and doctrines completely into the shade — the transcendant fact, 
at which, as a modern believer in its reality has declared, " reason 
stands aghast, and faith itself is half confounded/' — this tremen- 
dous D0CTRIT4E, which, had it been true, and had it been known to 
the Apostle Matthew, would have engrossed all his thoughts, con- 
centrated all his feelings in itself, and its own mysterious awful ness, 
and put all his. faculties into requisition, in order to express, in a 
worthy manner, the overwhelming truth, — this all -engrossing, all- 
concentrating, and all-mysterious fact, is passed over by Matthevt, 
without being once mentioned by him in his history ! He had lived 
in habits of intimacy and familiarity with Almighty God. He writes, 
for the instruction of his countrymen, the history of his incarnation ; 
and, strange to say ! not one word does the historian drop, as from 
himself, on the subject of the real nature of that being whose history 
he records. Read over the Gospel of Matthew from beginning to 
end ; you will find many facAs recorded which are, to say the least, 
very hard to reconcile with the hypothesis of the " Proper Deity of 
the Word" But of the " Proper Deity of the . Word" itself, the his- 
torian says not a single syllable; nay, the term Word — which we are 
now told is the accurate and descriptive phrase to denote the Divine 
Being who thus lived, laboured, and died among men — is not found 
in this sense in the whole Gospel of Matthew. And the only two 
passages in the book which are supposed to have any reference to 
the doctrine, are the name " Emmanuel" applied to Christ in the 
same sense as it was given to a child born in the lifetime of Isaiiih ; 
not by the historian, but by an angel : and a clause in the baptismal 
commission, which . no more proves the " Proper Deity of Christ," 
than a precisely similar phrase in the Epistles of St. Paul proves 
that Moses had also a Supreme and Proper Deity of his own. I 
have looked into the writings of several Trinitarian divines and ex- 
positors, both before the present discussion was talked of and since; 
and I have not found, that any other passage in the Gospel of Mat- 
thew that is supposed to contafn any thing like a direct assertion 
of the " Proper Deity of Christ" We have seen that neither of these 
assertions, or supposed assertions, is direct; and neither of them is 
given in die words of the historian himself. How are we to account 
for this wonderful silence of the holy Apostle?* Are we to suppose 
with Athanasius, — that renowned champion of orthodoxy, — that 
the venerable Evangelist wilfully concealed the truth, lest it might 
offend the prejudices of his countrymen, as well as of the Gentiles.' 
If so, we give to his discretion what we take from his veracity and 
historical credit. 

But our astonishment is increased, wh^n we find that Mark — 
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«ho made Matth^v's Qospjal tjie foand^tioi) of ap independeut 
narrative — observes an eqiial silence; that hvfiE, who eyideiitly bad 
Ihe works of Lis predecessors before his eye> wbeA coEppo$ii\g' \n^ 
narrative, is equally reserved; ai^d that John only mentipns, or is 
supposed to mention, the doctrine in his own words, in one passage 
of his Gospel, — the coxnmencement of it, — ^tp which Jl^r. 6agot*s se- 
cond Proposition obviously refers, and to which I shall probably 
addrjess myself in some rem^k, before tjii^ discussion closes. 

Now, my Chxistiao fnen4s and l^rethreu, I ask you is this proba- 
te? Is this the way you wQuld have conveyed a knowledge of this 
unspeakably important and interesting trutjb, had you been in the 
iiituation of the evangelists ? Put yourselves fpr a moment in the 
place of thefie illpstrious disciples. Assume to yourselves the feel- 
ing9 of warm, affectionate, and grateful attachment to your Saviour, 
with which his personal friends must have been a;iimated. Add to 
their veneration for his character, and their respect for his authority, 
and tl^€jr regret for his sorrows, their exJulta,tio^ and transport at 
iiiritnei^iQg l^is resurrctctjio^ and a^c^npion. Add to all these the 
sentiments which they mu^t have cherished for their Lord and Mas- 
ter, if they knew the sta^^ment in Mr. Bagot s proposition to be true. 
Suppose all these feelings your^; aad that, with all these feelings 
strong upon you, you sat down to write his history. Would you, I 
ask, — would you have passfed over this wonderful and awful event as 
they hf^ve done? I fearlessly pronounce, that you wpuld not, and 
could not have done so. It is ^ot in human nature. The doctrine, 
t^ef^fe, uulesS it be suppprted by testimonies far more numerous 
in quantity jgmd far more explicit in kind than those usually adduced 
o^t of the eva^elical records, cannot b^ true. If it had been true, 
it would not haye beeii left to be gathered, or inferred, or collected, 
from hintSj innuendoes, allusions,— ^om mipvite criticism, and tlie 
doctrine of the Gx^)l .|i,rticle« 1/ it had been true, it would have 
ahone fprth in eyery page; it would have adorned every paragraph; 
it vrould have iljuminatod every liqe. But so far is this &om being 
the case, thi^t | am willipg to rest the whole cause on an examina- 
tion of any on£ of the Evangelijits. ^t us begin with the beginning, 
— go through every passage from the commencement to the close; let 
qs consider smatim the different statements mi^de respecting our 
Saviour in the order in which they occur; and it will then he speed- 
ily seen, on ^which side the weight of si^iptural testimony lies. I 
venture to fi^m, that Mr. JQagot will not have adduced three hints 
or allusions to the doctrine ofuie Supreme Deity and Perfeqt Man- 
hood of Christ a^ united in one person, until I shall hav^ quoted 
three hundred direct propfs to the contrary. On si|ch a regular and 
orderly examination of any one Evangelist throughout, I am willing 
to rest the cause. 

The arguments which it will be my duty to bring forward, will 
be very different from those which have hitherto been adduced on 
the other side. Jp place of the hints, allusions, and forged texts 
which are so ojlen pdjaded as pcoofe of the Trinity, I will bring for- 
ward a class of texts, plain, direct, and unimpeachable, directly 
affirming the doctrime which I defend, and from which I take my 
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ilesi^&tioA^as a Unitariati^-nainelj, the Divine Unit^t affirmtrtg it 
not with exception and reservation of a threefold distinction of per* 
aons, subsistences, or hypostases;' but plainly, directly, absolutely* 
and unreservedly. And I shall, for this purpose, quote such texts 



Deut. tL 4, Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is One Lord [t.e. Jeho* 
TAH our Gt)d is One JbUoyah]. 

Is A. zzxvii. 16. O Lord of hosts, God of Israel, thou art the God, evea 
thoa alone of all the kingdoms of the earth. [20.] Now therefore, O Lord our 
God, save us from his hand, that all the kingdoms of the earth may know that 
thon art the Lord, even thou only. 

2ech. xiv. 9. Jehotah shall be king over oXL the earth. In that day then 
shall be one Jbbovah, and his name one. 

Nehem. ix. 6. Thou, even thou, art Jehotah alone: thou bast mad« 
heaven, the heaven of heavens, with all their host; ***' and thou preservest them 
all. 

Mark xii. 39. Jesus answered him. The first of all the commandments is. 
Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord! [30.] And thou sfaalt love 
the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with ail thy 
mind, and with all thy strength. This is the first commandment. * * * * 
[32.] And the scribe (with whom he had been conversing) said unto him. 
Well, Master! thou hast said the truth : for there is one God, and there is 
none other but He, * ** [34.] And when Jesus saw that he answered discreetly^ 
he said. Thou art not far from the kingdom of God! 

Gal. iii. 20. « * * God is one ! 

I shall next bring forward plain, downright, and intelligible asser* 
tions, that the "Father** alone is the one Being, who is asserted to 
be God alone, to the entire exclusion of all others. . I challenge 
Mr. Biigot to bring forward any similar declarations respecting God 
the Son, or God the Word, if the phrase pleases him better; — to say 
nothing of God the Holy Ghost; — whom, indeed, it is quite custom- 
ary to pass over in silence, in the present argument : why this is the 
case I do not know; for if he be God as much as either of the other 
two, he has surely as good a right to be put prominently forward as 
they. Under this division of my subject, I shall adduce such au- 
thorities as — 

Matt, zxiii. 9. One is your Father who is in heaven. 

1 Cor. viii. 4 — 6. * * * There is none other God but One: for though there 
be that are called Gods, whether in heaven or in earth, (as there be Gods many 
and Lords manyO yet to us there ii hut One God, the Father, of whom are all 
things, and we in him, &c. 

Eph. iv. 6. There is one God and Father or all, who is above all, and 
through all, and in you all. 

Matt. x. 29 — 31. Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing? And one of 
them shall not fall on the ground witJumt tour Father! 

LcKE X. 21. In that hour Jesus rejoiced in spirit, and said, I thank thee, O 
Father, Lord of beaten amd earth. * * Even so, Father, &c. — See Mirr. 
xi.25. 

I shall then advert to a number of passages in which our Lord 
Jesus Christ is expressly distinguished from the one Go^, in stich a 
manner, as to prove that his alleged Deity is entirely excluded by 
those passages which assert the sole Supremacy of the Father. With 
this view J shall refer to such texts as*^ 

C 
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Mark z. 18. Jesut Mid unto bim. Why callcft thou m§ good? Thtrt ia 
n<M€ good bui nme ; that is, God! 

I Tim. ii 5. There is One God, and ame MedkUar between God and men, 
the man Christ Jesus. 

JoHM xvii. 3. This is life eternal, that they may know tbbb, thb ohlt 
TKVB God, — and — JeauM Chriat whom thou haat aant! 

Maek xiiL 32. Of that day, and that hour, knowetb no man; no, not the 
angels which are in heayen, neither the Som, — but thb Fathbr! 

Matt. xiL 50. Whosoeyer shall do the will of my Father who is in heayen, 
the same is my brother, &c. 

I shall then advert to the passages which contain the doctrine 
of the New Testament, respecting religious worship; which show 
that, according to the example and precepts of Christ, and the prac- 
tice of his disciples, the Father is the only being to whom it can be 
presented; and, accordingly, that he is the only true God, to whom 
all homage and yeneration are due* The passages wliich I shall 
adduce under this head are such as the following: 

Matt. yi. 6. Bat thoa, when thou prayest, enter into thy closet; and when 
thou hast shut Uiy door, pray to tht Fathbr who is in secret; and thy Father, 
who seeth in secret, shall reward thee openly. 

Matt. yi. 9. After this manner therefore pray ye: Ona Father, who art 
in heayen, &c. 

Matt, xyiii. 19. Again I say unto you, that if two of you shall agree on 
earth as touching any thing that they shall aah, it shall be done for tnem of 
MT Father who is in heayen. 

Luke x. 21. At that hour Jesus rejoiced in spirit, and said, I thank thee, 

Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou bast hid these things fh>m the 
wise and prudent, and reyealed them unto babes; eyen so, Father, for so it 
seemed good in thy sight. 

This verse not only marks a plain line of distinction between our Sa- 
viour and the Father, but proves that our Lord addressed his prayers 
only to the Father; which is confirmed, among other texts, by — ' 

Matt. xxyi. 39. And he went a little farther, and fell on his fkce, and prayed, 
saying, O mt Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless 
not as I will, but as thou wilt! 

After bringing forward these proofs in support — I might say in 
demoiuiration — of the doctrine contained in my first proposition, I 
shall advert in support of my second, to the names, titles, and desig- 
nations, commonly bestowed upon our Lord Jesus Christ in Scrip- 
ture; and I shall be able to prove, that these are all such as we 
know, either from their own nature, or from the express assertions 
of the Sacred Writers, to be expressive of inferiority. Of these 

1 may now enumerate the terms, " Word," — "Son of God," — "Child 
of God,"— "the Son,"— "the Son of Man,"— " Man,"— '' Christ,"-- 
" Prophet,"— " Aposile,"r-" the Sent,"— "the Mediator,"— " the A- 
nointed" 

I shall next bring forward a numerous array of passages, in which 
it is expressly declared, that Christ was created by the Father ; and 
that he received from him existence, wisdom, power, authority, and 
dignity— that he is in all things subordinate and inferior to the 
Father; and expressly disclaimed a participation of the divine a^n- 
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butes in ihat unlimited sense in which they belong to God. Now, 
you will observe, that for all these things I shall adduce, not bints, 
or innuendos, or inferences, but plain, mrect, and explicit assertions : 
and I challenge Mr, Bagot to bring forward, eitlier any assertions of 
the same kind, respecting God, the Father; or any assertions, equally 
plain' and palpable, respecting the dignity which he assigns to our 
Lord Jesus Christ. On the contrary, I shall prove before you, by 
quotations of Scripture, that those expressions which are commonly 
brought forward as proofs on this side, are freely ascribed to other 
persons whose Supreme Deity nobody dreams of asserting ; and that, 
when the Sacred Writers celebrate, in the highest strains, the glory 
and dignity of the Saviour, they do, at the same time, couple with 
their praises expressions which plainly intimate, that, whatever Christ 
is, how high so ever his titles, and how exalted so ever his rank, he 
is, and has all, of and from the Father; and whatever the respect and 
honour which is his due, it is to redound ultimately to the glory of 
the Father. Now, this is exactly the pure Unitarian doctrine ; and 
if I prove these things, I prove my point. 



Mr. BAG0T.-«-I shall not occupy either your time or my own 
with a long introduction. I appear before you this day in conse- 
quence of what I consider a challenge from Mr. Porter, to discuss 
with him one of the most important doctrines of Christianity— the 
True Deity of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 

I enter upon this solemn undertaking with the most perfect p^- 
suasion, that the progress of the glorious Gospel of the ever-blessed 
God cannot be impeded, however it might be the Lord's pleasure, 
in some way, to advance it, by the result of this controversy. He 
to whom the shields of the earth belong has infinite resources at 
command, and can easily overrule every circumstance to the pro- 
motion of his glory. Wliatever may be the sentiments of individuals 
as to the propriety of such a discussion, I must take the liberty to 
insist, that, when the challenge had once appeared, I had but one 
course to follow, namely, to accept it ; and I trust that, in so doing, 
I have been solely influenced by a sense of duty. There are, I am 
aware, two classes of persons in this assembly. To those who agree 
with me in sentiment, I would earnestly say, Let me have your fer- 
vent prayers, that he who was with Paul when no man stood beside 
him — who said to him in the hour of trial, ** My grace is sufficient 
for thee ; my strength is perfected in weakness ;" and who promised 
to his Apostles a mouth and a wisdom which none of their adver- 
saries could gainsay or resist, — would grant me a spirit of humility, 
energy, and judgment, and enable me to speak the truth in love, so 
as to glorify his holy name. And to those who differ from me I 
would affectionately say, 1 do not come here as your enemy, but as 
your friend. I am influenced, I trust, neither by bigotry, prejudice, 
nor sectarian animosity ; but simply by a desire to proclaim and en- 
force what I consider to be the very essence and vitality of the 
Christian religion. I would earnestly disclaim the entertainment of 
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any ptrtonal antipathy towards thost who differ from mt In relfgioM 
opinion ; and am at al) times ready to concede to others that full 
credit for disinterested sinceritv which I claim for myself; though I 
should be sorry to compromise for one moment the importance 
which I believe the Word of God attaches to the sentiments I hold, 
by not plainly declaring my impression, that those who reject them 
are in a state of dangerous error. I do, then, expect that we shall 
both be heard with candour and indulgence by those who differ 
frbm our respective views ; and I shall be much disappointed if this 
discussion will not excite a greater spirit of religious inquiry, and a 
greater disposition to search the Scriptures with studious and prayer- 
ful investigation, and circulate a greater feeling of courtesy and 
social kindness amongst persons of opposite religious opinions, than, 
I am sorry to say, has hitherto prevailed. 

I shall proceed, without any further introduction, to demonstrate 
the truth of the propositions I have proposed to defend, according to 
Scripture. 

My FIRST proposition asserts, that there is but one God, 
Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclusion of the alleged 
godhead of every creature. For this I advance the following proofs: 

DstJT. yi. 4. Hear, O Israel! the Lord our God is one Lord. 

John xvii. 3. And this is life eternal, that they might know thee, the only 
true God, and Jesas Christ whom ^oa hast sent. 

1 Cor. viii. 4 — 6. As concerning therefore the eating of those things that 
are offeved in sacrifice unto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world, 
and that there is none other God hut one: for though there he that are called 
Gods, whether in heaven or earth, (as there be Gods many and Lords many,) 
but to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in 
him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him. 

Eph. iy. 6. One God and Father of all, who is abore all, and through all, 
and in you all. 

To these I might add many more passages ; but these are amply 
sufficient to prove, that there is but One God, to the entire exclusion 
of the alleged godhead of every real or fictitious creature. I would 
here request every one to draw a clear distinction between the ex- 
clusion of all independent beings from the Godhead, and the inclusion 
of three Divine Persons in that One Godhead. Whilst I not only ad- 
mit, but maintain, that the texts above quoted, and others of a 
similar form, are quite satisfactory in proving the exclusion of every 
created being from Deity^ I maintain that they do not contradict 
the doctrine which teaches the inclusion of Three Persons rn the 
One Deity of the Bible. This leads me to state and prove my 
SECOND proposition, viz,: 

The Lord Jesus Christ, the Mediator, is the Word made flesh, 
perfect God and perfect man ; possessing, as the Word, the same 
eternity, knowledge, power, authority, prerogatives, and Godhead 
with the Father, and one with him in all attributes. 

This proposition refers to the Lord Jesus Christ in threo points 
of view; as being the Mediator; as being perfect man ; and as being 
perfect God, one God with the Father* 
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1. That he is Mediator ii aiserted in the foUowtog, amongtt 
other passages : 

I Tim. ii. 5. For there is one God, and one Mediator between God and 
men, the man Christ Jesos. ^ 

Hbb. yiii. 6. By how much also he is the Mediator of a better coTenant 

Heb. ix. 15. For this cause he is the Mediator of the new testament. 

I would here remark, that a mediator is one who assumes the 
office of interposition between two parties who are at variance, in 
order to effect a reconciliation. This definition will not, at least in 
a general point of view, be questioned. What I wish principally to 
remark, in reference to it, is, that a mediator must necessarily be, aa 
long as he sustains the office, subordinate to one of the parties : 
therefore the Lord Jesus Christ, as Mediator, is, in ih4ii capacity^ 
subordinate to God the Father ; and, consequently, wherever he is 
spoken of in Scripture in that capacity, we naturally expect to find 
clear evidences of his subordination ; and as the New Testament 
professes to be a history of his mediatorial work, we naturally find 
It full of evidences of bis mediatorial subordination. Upon this prin- 
ciple, therefore, it is quite natural to find the Mediator asserting 
that his doctrine is not his own, but his that sent him (John vii. 16); 
that the Father had sanctified him, and sent him into the world 
(John x. 36); that he came to do his Father's will (Jo^n v. 30) ; 
that, during the period of his continuing on earth, as Mediator, his 
** Father was greater than he" (John xiv. 28); and that as his medi- 
atorial kingdom had a heginning^ so when the purposes for which it 
was instituted shall be accomplished, it shall have a termination 
when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father (1 Cor. xv. 24? to 28). 

2. The proposition asserts that the Lord Jesus Christ is perfect 
man ; by which I mean that he possessed a true human soul and 
body. Of this I submit the following proofs: 

(1.) He is called a roan in several passages of Scripture, and 
without any qualifying expression which would lead us to attach to 
the word any other than the ordinary signification ; as in Acts ii. 22. 
'*A man approved of God among you, by miracles and wonders and 
signs, which God did by him;" and 1 Tim. ii. 5. ^' There is one 
Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus." 

(2.) He displayed, during his continuance on earth, every cha- 
racteristic of a complete, but sinless humanity. 

(3.) His mind, as man, possessed the same characteristics as a 
proper human mind should possess. It was capable of acquiring 
knowledge progressively, as his human body was only capable of 
increasing in stature progressively (Luke ii. 52); and after all its 
acquisitions, it was capable only of a limited knowledge; for there 
were some things which the man Christ Jesus was ignorant of (as of 
the hour of judgment, Mark xiii. 32). An Gmniscient human mind 
is a contradiction in terms. 

But on the subject of our Saviour's humanity, it will be sufficient 
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to refer to two comprebeDsive passages in the Epistle to the He- 
brews: the former in Hsb. ii. 14. ** Forasmuch tMn as the children 
are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself took part of the 
same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power 
of death, that is the devil, and deliver them who through fear of 
death were all their lifetime subject to bondage : *' — the latter is in 
Heb. ii. 17t 18. " Wherefore in all things it behoved him to be made 
like unto his brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful high- 
priest in things pertaining to God." From these passages it appears 
that Christ's human nature was assumed, in order that he might 
become capable of dying, so as thereby to e£Pect our deliverance ; 
and also in order that, by a personal experience in our infirmities, he 
might feel such a sympathy with us, as would give us a confidence 
in his faithfulness and mercy. And when we consider how much of 
our sinfulness^ and misery results from our ignorance^ it is manifest 
that, in order to lay the foundation for a perfect sympathy, he must 
have assumed the ignorance of human nature. He was, in fact, ** in 
all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin." H.^b. iv. 15. 

I would here remark, that in his human nature the Lord Jesus 
Christ was dependent upon, and inferior to Deity. Hence, as the 
four Gospels profess to be a history of the '< days of his flesh," we 
naturally find them containing copious proofs of this dependence and 
inferiority. But such proofs have nothing to do with the distinct 
and independent question of his Deity. 

S. The proposition asserts that the Lord Jesus Christ is perfect 
God; possessing the same eternity, knowledge, power, authority, 
prerogatives, and godhead with the Father, and one with him in all 
attributes. 

I shall simply rest this doctrine upon the testimony of our mu- 
tually acknowledged standard, the Word of God. And, as the Bible 
professes to be a revelation of facts^ and not of the explanations 
of facts or of mysteries, — I shall, throughout the entire discussion, 
consider this doctrine entirely as a question of/act^ to be afiirmed 
or denied by testimony, and shall not enter into any metaphysical 
disquisitions which would involve any inquiry into its possibility. 

The siniple argument bji which it appears to me thal» this doc- 
trine is to be proved, may be thus stated: ' 

The only way by which we can ascertain the God of the Bible, 
is, by allowing our minds to be guided by that revelation of the 
peculiar attributes and prerogatives of Deity, which the Bible pre- 
sents, so as to admit and recognise the Deity of whatever person 
these attributes and prerogatives of Deity are associated with. 
Now upon this principle, if I found that the attributes and preroga- 
tives of Deity were ascribed to a person, whom, at the same time, 
I found to be designated by the name of Isaiah or Peter, I would, 
of course, argue for the Deity of Isaiah or Peter, and maintain that 
they were manifestations of the Godhead in human nature. But 
this I do not find to be the case. I find, however, that the peculiar 
attributes and prerogatives of true and perfect Godhead are in 
Scripture associated with him who is, at the same time, designated 
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t!ie Lord Jesus Christ ; that he is represented to our vieir as pos- 
sessing the same characteristics and divine privileges with the Father 
(whose Deity I here assume), — And, therefore, whilst I fully main- 
tain that there is but one God, I at the same time, submit to the 
force of all these scriptural proofs, by maintaining that the Lord 
Jesus Christ is in a sense distinct from, but consistent with, his 
assumed condition as Man and Mediator; One God with the Father. 
This is a statement of the general argument, the logical validity 
of which will not be questioned, because it is based upon the same 
principles by which our opponents prove the Deity of the Father. 
I shall now proceed to adduce, in detail, the scriptural proofs by 
which I substantiate this general argument. 

L I SHALL BRING FORWARD PROOFS OF THE KAMBS, ATTRI- 
BUTESy AKD PREROdATlVES OF DeITT BEING ASCRIBED TO ChRIST; 

viz. 

In Isaiah vii. 14, we read the following passage: *' Behold a 
virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, and shall call bis name Imma- 
nuel;** which is asserted by Matthew to be a prophecy of the 
nativity of Christ, containing a descriptive designation of his person : 
** Behold a virgin shall be with child, and shall bripg forth a Son, 
and they shall call his name Emmanuel; which, being interpreted, is 
God with W Matth. i. 2S. 

In IsA. ix. 6, 7t the prophet, having spoken of Christ in refer- 
ence to his human nature as <* the child bom,*' immediately describes 
him in contrast to this, as the ** mighty God/* or *^ strong God," and 
as invested with everlasting dominion: ^* For unto us a child is born, 
unto us a son is given; and the government shall be upon his shoul- 
der; and his name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the mighty 
Gody the everlasting Father, the Prhnce of Peace. Of the increase of 
his government and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne of 
David, and upon his kingdom to order it, and to establish it with 
judgment and with justice from henceforth even for ever: the aeal 
of the Lord of Hosts will accomplish this." The reference of this 
prophecy to Christ is evident: 1st, from its connexion with IsA. vii. 
14, of which the application to him is confirmed by Matthew; 
Sdly, from the application of the 1st and 2d verses to Christ, in 
Matt. iv. 14 to 16; and from the virtual application of the passage 
itself to him, in Luke i. 32 and 33; and, 3aly, from the fact that the 
description of person and character contained in this prophecy will 
not comport with any other person. 

In Jeremiah xxiii. 5 and 6, the personal glory and mediatorial . 
value of Christ are described by the complex title of Jehovah our 
righteousness." — ** Behold the days come, saith the Lord, that I 
will raise unto David a righteous Branch, and a King shall reign and 
prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth ; in his 
days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell safely; and this is 
his nam6 whereby he shall be called. The Lord our righteousness.** 

In Mic. v. 2, the prophet, having foretold Christ's coming forth 
from Bethlehem^ immediately adduces, in contrast with this, a de- 
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scription which asserts his $irict eternity: '< But thou, Bethlehem 
Ephratah, though thou be little among the thousands of Judaht yet 
out of thee shall he come forth unto me, that is to be ruler in Israel ; 
whose goings forth have been from of old, of everlasting." The ap- 
plication of this passage to Christ is proved by reference to Matth. 
li. 16| and John vii. 42. 

In Mal. iii. 1, the prophet speaks of Christ by a distinct refer- 
ence to his Deity and to his mediatorial office: *' Behold I will send 
my Messenger, and he sha^U prepare the way before Me; and the 
Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come to his temple; even the 
Messenger of the covenant, whom ye delight in; behold he shall 
come, saith the Lord of Hosts." The application of this passage to 
Christ is clearly asserted in Mabk i. 2. And as it describes the 
temple, in Jerusalem as being ** his temple," it is evident that he was 
the God of the temple, or else it was consecrated to idolatry. 

In Luke i. 17, wc find Christ designated as the " Lord the God of 
Israel.*' — ** And many of the children of Israel shall he turn to the 
Lord their God, and he shall go before him in the spirit and power 
of Elias," &c. That Christ is here intended there can be no ques- 
tion, especially when we read the words of the Baptist in John iii. 
28. " I am not the Christy but I am sent before himJ' . 

In John i. 1, Christ's Deity is expressly asserted, under the desig- 
nation of the Word : <' In the beginning was the Word, aqd the 
Word was with God, and the Word was God.** 

In John i. 3, the Apostle shows that he understands Christ, as the 
Word, to be God in the strict and true sense, by ascribing to him, 
both positively and negatively, the creation of all things: *' All 
things were made by him, and without him was not any thing made 
that was made/' 

Also, in verse 10, he ascribes to him the creation of the world in 
which he was : ** He was in the world, and the world was made by 
him$ and the world knew him not." 

In John iii. 13, we learn that Christ was in heaven (which he 
could only be in his divine nature), whilst he was in his human 
nature conversing with Nicodemus : " And no man hath ascended 
up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of 
man, which is in heaven.** 

Christ permitted his disciples to ascribe to him the faculty of 
omniscience, without rejecting it, in John xvi. 30 : ** Now we are 
sure that thou knowest all things," &c.; and in John xxi. 17 : 
** Lord, thou knowest all things ; thou knowest that I love thee." 

In John xx. 28, two titles of Deity are ascribed to the Saviour, 
with his full approbation : " And Thomas answered and said unto 
him. My Lord and my God." 

In RoM. ix. 5, we readr ** Whose are the fathers, and of whom, 
as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for 
ever." In this passage there are four distinct attributes of true 
Deity referred to Christ, in respect of that nature of his which is not 
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<^liei»rcling to the flesh," viz. the title ^< God -^ Ae attribute of 
supremacy and eternity ; and the titl^ ** blessed/* which, of itself, 
without any adjunct, implies true Deity, as is evident from Mark 
xiv. 61. *' An thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed?" 

Phil* ii. 5 — 8. ''Let tDis mind be in you which was also in Christ 
Jesus ; who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be 
equal with God : but made himself of no reputation, and took upon 
him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men ; 
and being found in fashion as a man, he hfimfoled himself, and be^ 
came obedient unto death, even the death of the cross; wherefore 
God also hath highly exalted him," &c. In this passage Christ is 
spoken of in three respects; — Ist, as to his pre-existent state, in the 
form of God; ^y> as to his humiliation in the flesh; and Sd?y, as 
to bis subsequent mediatorial exaltation by the Father.— ^The fifst 
view is that upon which I rest the argument for his Deity. 

The independent and unlimited power of Christ is asserted in 
Phil. iit. 21* ''Who shall change our vile body,. that it may be 
fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to the working (or 
energy) whereby he is uhle even to subdue aU things unto himself" 

The priority of Christ to all created things, and the creation and 
preservation of all things by him, is asserted in Col. i. 15 — 17: 
" Who is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of every 
creature : for by him were all things created that are in heaven, 
and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers; all things were created by 
him, and for him; and he is before all things, and by him all things 
consist." — This last clause, also, necessarily implies his possession 
of an existence coextended with his works. 

The Deity of Christ is asserted in Col. ii. 9* "For^n him dwell- 
eth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily/' 

In 1 Tim. iii. 16, we have a proof that he who was manifest in 
in the flesh, was God; whether we read the passage as it stands in 
our English translation, and as Gribsbach sanctioned in his first 
edition, "And, without controversy, great is the mystery of godli- 
ness; God was manifest in the flesh," &c. or, thus, according to 
Griesbach's second edition, "But, if I tarry long, that thou roayest 
know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God (which 
is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of truth; and 
without controversy, great is the mystery of godliness) ; who was 
manifest in the flesh," &c. — For, in this case, the last masculine 
antecedent, which could agree with the relative "who," is "God." 

In Titus ii. 13, we read, " Looking for that blessed hope, and 
the glorious appearing of the great God and oqr Saviour Jesus 
Christ." — As the glorious appearing here spoken of refers to Christ s 
coming to judgment, the application of the title "great God" to 
him is ajpparent. 

In Heb. i. 2) Christ is spoken of as the Heir and Creator of all 
things : " Whom he (i. e. the Father) hath appointed heir of all 
things, by whom also he made the worlds." 

D 



20 

In Hbb. i. 5f we rMd„ '< Who being the brightness of his gloiy« 
and the express image of his person, and upholding all things by the 
word of his power," &c. — ^In these words two remarkable epitliets are 
given to Christ, which imply his perfect oneness in glory and sub- 
sistence with the Father ; and also the work of Providence is ex- 
pressly referred to him. 

In Heb. i. 6, he is represented as the proper object of worship to 
the angels: "When he bringeth in the first-begotten into the 
world, he saith, And let all the angels of God worship him." 

In Heb. i. 8, the Father is represented as addressing the Son in 
language which necessarily implies his jtossession of Deity and of 
everlasting dominion : '* Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever," 
&c. — These words, being a quotation from the 45th Psalm, show 
that we are to understand the description of Deity which that Psalm 
contains as relating to Christ. 

In Hbb. i. 10, the Father is represented as addressing to the Son 
a quotation from the 102d Fsalm : '' Thou, Lord, in tke beginning 
hast laid the foundation o£ the earth, and the heavens are the works 
of thine hands : they shall perish, but thou remainest ; and they all 
shall wax old, as doth a garment ; and as a vesture shalt thou fold 
them up, and they shall be changed ; but thou art tke same^ and thy 
years shall not fail." In this passage, Christ is addressed as the 
Creator, the beginning and the end of all things, and as invested 
with the eternity and immutability of Deity. 

N.B. Th« first chapter of Hebrews, from which the last five proofs have 
been extracted, also contains passages of an independent nature, in which the 
mediatorial character and subordination of the Son is mentioned, in contrast 
with these ascriptions of the peculiarities of Deity. 

In Hebrews xiii. 8, immutability is ascribed to Christ by the 
same Greek expression (i a&r^) as in chap. i. 12, and with an ad- 
dition similar to that which is connected with that term in the latter 
passage: ** Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever;" — 
a declaration parallel to, but more emphatic than the other, " Thou 
art the same, and thy years shall not fail." 

In 1 John v. 20, Christ is styled the true God, as is evident not 
merely from the grammatical construction of the passage, but also 
from the connexion of that title with the title of " eternal life," 
which is used as a designation of Christ, as distinguished from the 
Father, in the 2d verse of the 1st chapter of this Epistle : ** And 
we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us an under- 
standing, that we may know him that is true ; and we are in him 
that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. This is the trtte God^ 
and eternal life." 

In Rev. i. 8, we read, ^* I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning 
and the ending, saith the Lord, which is, which was, and which is to' 
come, the Almighty." — Upon this passage we remark, that although 
we believe it to be the language of Christ, yet our argument is as 
strong, if not stronger, by submitting to the interpretation which 
refers it to God the Father ; for, according to this view, the passage 
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characterizes the Father by the very same divine titles which are 
assumed by Christ in the 17th and 18th verses of the same chapter; 
and consistency requires that we should not give a di£Perent inter- 
pretation to the very same terms in the two cases. 

In Rbv. i. I7> the title of First and Last is assumed by Christ: 
** Fear not, I am the first and the last ;'* also in chap. ii. 8, ** These 
things saith the first and the last, which was dead and is alive ;'* and 
in Rev. xxii. 13, ''I am Alpha and Omegay the beginning and the 
end, the first and the last.^' 

In Rev. xvii. 14, two titles of Deity are ascribed to Christ: 
** These shall make war with the Lamb, and the Lamb shall over* 
come them ; for he is King of kings, and Lord of lords ;" and also 
in chap. xix. 16> " And he hath on bis vesture, and on his thigh, a 
name written. King of kings, and Lord of lords." 

In the following passages the title ** God " is applied to Christ : 
Ephes. v. 5, '* In the kingdom of Christ and of God,** which, ac- 
cording to the Greek, might be mor^ distinctly rendered, ** In the 
kingdom of him who is Christ and God.''^-2 Thess. i. 12, " Accord- 
ing to the grace of our God and the Lord Jesus Christ," or <* of our 
God and Lord Jesus Christ." — 2 Pet. i. 1, *' I'hrough the righteous- 
ness of God and our Saviour Jesus Christ," or " of our God and 
Saviour Jesus Christ.** 

In 1 John iii. 2 and 5, Christ is spoken of under the title of 
** God :" — *' Beloved, now are we the sons of God, and it doth not yet 
appear what we shall be : but we know that when he shall appear, 
we shall be like him ; for we shall see him as he is." " And ye know 
that he was manifested to take away our sins." — It is evident that the 
person designated in these two verses by the pronoun ** he" is the 
Lord Jesus Christ ; but, grammatically speaking^ this pronoun must 
refer to the word '' God *' in the second verse ; therefore Christ is here 
styled God. 

We advance the following proofs of Christ s having received and 
recognised, whilst upon earth, many acts of homage and petition, 
which, if he were a merely created being, he should have rejected 
upon a principle of piety, and because such honours were of too high 
a nature to be paid to any but one invested with true and proper 
Deity. — Matth. viii. 2. " There came a leper, and worshipped him» 
saying, Lord^ if thou wilt, thou canst make me clean." Mark 
describes the circumstance thus^ chap. i. 40. " There came a leper, 
beseeching him, and kneeling down to him;*' and Luke v. 12. "fell 
on his face, and besought him, saying," &c. The answer of our 
Saviour completely recognised, and therefore justified, 'as correct the 
ascription of personal ability which the entreaty contained, " / will: 
be thou clean.*' — Matth. ix. 18. " There came a certain ruler, and 
worshipped him." Luke expresses it, chap. viii. 4L " He fell down 
at Jesus' feet." — Matth. xiv. 33. " They that were in the ship came 
and worshipped him, saying, " Of a truth thou art the Son of God.'* 
— Matth. xv. 25. " Then came she and worshipped him, saving. 
Lord, help me." Mark says, chap. vii. 25* " She fell at his feet." — 
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Upon these instaDcei we remark, that they are as express and post'o 
tive acts of devotion, as that which Peter is described as refusing 
from Cornelius, in Acts x. 25. *' As Peter was coming in, CorneHua 
met him, and fell down at his feet, and worshipped him; bat Peter 
took him up, saying. Stand up, I myself also am a man i" and that — 
as the apostle Paul defines idolatry, in Rom. i. 35. to consist in 
worshipping and serving the creature besides the Creator" (for so 
ir««<h in the Greek, should be translated) — our Saviour would have 
displayed an equal concern for maintaining the exclusive preroga- 
tives of God, if God bad been an infinitely superior being to him, to 
whom he was indebted for existence, and whom be ought therefore 
to have worshipped himself. 

In the 45th Psalm, the application of which to Christ is proved 
in the first chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews, we read this 
Command in the 11th verse, addressed to the Church: "He is thy 
Lord, and worship thou him." 

In Luke xxiv. 51, 52, the Apostles are described as having wor- 
shipped him immediately after his ascension : " And it came to pass, 
wbtle he blessed them, he was parted from them, and carried up into 
heaven, and they worshipped him, and returned to Jerusalem with 
great joy." 

In Acts i. 24, the Apostles are represented as thus praying to 
him, and at the same time ascribing to him a knov?ledge peculiar to 
Deity: "And they prayed and said. Thou, Lord,* who knowest the 
liearts of all men, show whether of these two thou bast chosen." — It 
is evident that the Lord here addressed was the Lord Jesus, as he 
had originally chosen the twelve Apostles, as they were to be his 
Apostles, and as the election of a successor to Judas properly be- 
longed to Christ's mediatorial office as " head over all things to his 
Church." 

In Acts xiv. 23, we read, "And when they had prayed (or, pray- 
ing to) with fasting, they commended them to the Lord, on whom 
diey believed." — The Lord on whom they believed was manifestly 
Christ. 

In Acts vii. 59, 00, we read, " And they stoned Stephen, invoking 
and saying. Lord Jesus, receive my spirit. And he kneeled down, 
and cried with a loud voice, Lord, lay not this sin to their charge." — 
Here the dying martyr is represented, in the most solemn manner, aa 
addressing to Christ two prayers, the very same as those which the 
Saviour, "in the days of his desh," ofiered up to his Father on the 
cross, and also as ascribing to Christ the very same divine powers 
and prerogatives as Christ ascribed to his Father; and, at the same 
time, we are told that Stephen was full of the Holy Ghost, and there- 
fore incapable of an act of idolatry. 

In 2 CoR. xii. 8, 9, we read, " For this cause I besought the 
Lord thrice that it (the thorn in the flesh) might depart from me. 
And he said unto me, " My grace is sufficient foi: thee: my strength 
is made perfect in weakness." — The Lord to whom the Apostle 
prayed is then said to be Christ: " Most gladly therefore will I ra* 
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lh« glory iti my infirmities, that the power (or strength) of Christ 
may rest upon me." Now here we have an instance of repeated prayer 
to the Saviour, hy an apostle who has elsewhere saia: "In every 
thing by prayer and supplication, with thanksgiving, let your requests 
be made known unto God." Phil. iv. 6. 

In Rev. iv. 17, we read this command : " Worship him that made 
heaven and earth, and the sea, and the fountains of waters;*' which 
is equivalent to an express and direct command to worship Christ; 
for ' by him were all things created that are in heaven and that are 
in earth.*' Col. i. 16. 

So frequent was ihh practice of praying to Christ in the Apostolic 
Church, that its members were characterised and known by a title 
derived from the custom; as in the language of Ananias, in Acts 
ix. 14. "And here he hath authority from the chief priests to bind 
all that call on thy name;" and of Paul, in 1 Cor« i..2. "And unto 
all that in every place call upon the name of Jesus Chiist our Lord." 

In Rev. t. 14, Christ is represented as the object of worship to 
the inmates of heaven : " And the four beasts said. Amen ; and the 
four and twenty elders fell down and worshipped him that liveth for 
ever and ever;" for this description of the person whom they wor* 
shipped, is identically the same as that by which Christ designates 
himself in ch. i. 18. "I am he that liveth and was dead, and behold 
1 am alive for evermore." In the Greek, the expressions are precisely 
the same in the two passages; or, if we exclude the words " him that 
liveth for ever and ever" from the text of Rev. v. 14, as Griesbach 
does, we have then a more direct argument; for the passage will read 
thus: "The elders fell down and worshipped;" i,e, they worshipped 
" him that sitteth upon the throne and the Lamb," mentioned in the 
preceding verse. 

The book of the Revelation closes with a solemn prayer to 
Christ, chap. xxii. 20: " Even so come. Lord Jesus." 

II. I SHALL NOW PRODUCE ANOTHER CLASS OF proofs; NAMELY, 
PASSAGES IN WHICH, DIVINE ATTRIBUTJES OR PREROGATIVES ARE 
ASCRIBED IN COMMON TO ChRIST) AND JEHOVAH, OR GOD. 

-The kingdom of God is represented as the kingdom of Christ, 
EpH'.y. 5: "No whoremonger, nor unclean person, nor covetous 
man which is an idolater, hath any inheritance in the kingdom oi 
Christ and of God." 

The Apostles are the servants of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ 
in the same sense, as in James i. 1 : " James, a servant of God and 
of the Lord Jesus Christ;" for there is not any expression here which 
could convey the idea of any distinction. 

Christ, under the designation of tiie Lamb, is associated with 
" him that sitteth upon the throne," as the object of worship and 
adoration to the inhabitants of heaven; as in Rev. v. II — 13.: " And 
1 beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels round about the 
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throne^ and the blasts and the elders : and the number of them wai 
ten thousand times ten thousand and thousands of thousands; saying 
with a loud voice« Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive 
power, and riches^ and wisdom, and strength, and honour, and glory, 
and blessing. And every creatare which is in heaven, and on the 
earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that 
are in them, heard I saying, Blessing, and honour, and glory, and 
power, be unto him that sittetb upon the throne, and unto the Lamb, 
for ever and ever." — Now upon thie principle asserted by Isaiah, chap, 
xlviii. 11, '* that God will not give his glory to another," and also as 
there could not be idolatry or creature -worship in heaven, " the Lamb 
that was slain" must have been invested with (he One Godhead with 
the Father, in order to justify his being thus associated with the 
Father, as the object of the most sublime, ample, and emphatic 
ascription of homage which the Bible contains. 

In Rev. xx. 6, we read that they who have part in the first resur- 
rection, " shall be priests of God and of Christ." Now, as a priest is 
the servant of Deity, this passage either inculcates idolatry, or the 
doctrine of the Deity of Christ. 

By comparing Rev. xxii. 6 with Ret. xxii. 16, we have a strong 
proof by Christ s Deity. The former passage is, " The Lord God of 
the holy prophets sent his angel to show unto his servants the things 
which must shortly be done." The latter passage is, " I Jesus have 
sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in the church." 
Now the angel sent is, in both these verses, asserted to be the angel 
of the Sender, who is called in one passage, '* the Lord God of the 
holy prophets," and in the other ** Jesus." The inference is unavoida- 
ble, that these are two designations of Christ. 

In the Epistle of Paul to Titus, the Apostle, in speaking upon 
the redemption by Christ, uses indifferently the expressions *' God our 
Saviour," and " Christ our Saviour," in such a form as to identify 
God and Christ. As, for instance, Titus i. 3, " According to the 
commandment of God our Saviour;" chap. i. 4, " Grace, mercy, and 
peace from God the Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ our Saviour;'* 
chap. ii. 10, " That they may adorn the doctrine of God our Saviour 
in all things;" chap. ii. 13, "The glorious appearing of the great 
God and our Saviour Jesus Christ;" chap. iii. 4, " The kindness and 
love of God our Saviour towards man ;" chap. iii. 6, " Which he shed 
on us abundantly though Jesus Christ our Saviour." — Now upod 
these verses, I remark, that it is to salvation in the highest sense of 
the word lo which the apostle alludes ; but Jehovah has said (Isa. 
xliii. 11), '* 1, even 1, am the Lord, and besides me there is no 
Saviour:" it therefore follows, unavoidably, that the names "Christ" 
and *' God," which are interchanged in the above passages and in 
many others, are common designations of the one Saviour. Or if 
we even admit that the title " God our Saviour" refers to the Father, 
still as Christ \€ also called our Saviour in the same sense, the same 
conclusion must follow, that he is One God with the Father, since it 
is the universal doctrine of the Bible, that there is but one Saviour 
in the sense spoken of in these passages. 
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III. I SHALL NOW ADVANCE A TBIftO CLASS OF PROOFS; NAMELY, 
OF INSTANCES IN WHICH DECLARATIONS AND ASCRIPTIONS PECU- 
LIARLY REFERRING TO DeITY IN ONE PART OF SCRIPTURE, ARE RE- 
FERRED TO Christ in another. 

In IsA. eh. vi. we have an account of the Prophet receiving his 
commission from a bein^ who is described as " the Lord/' the '* Lord 
of hosts/' sitting upon the throne of supreme and universal empire, 
before whom the angels worshipped, and whose glory is described as 
filling the whole earth; or who, in one word^ is the true God. But 
according to the testimony of John, ch. xii. 41^ it was Christ in his 
pre-existent Deity whom the Prophet saw; for the Apostle, having 
just quoted from the 9th and lOth verses of this chapter of Isaiah the 
commission which the Prophet received, immediately adds, in refer- 
ence to the vision which accompanied the delivery of this commis- 
sion : " These things, said Esaias, when he saw his glory (i.^. Christ's 
glory), and spake of him." 

In IsA. xliii. 11, Jehovah is represented as saying: " I, even I, am 
the Lord, and beside Me there is no Saviour." — But in 2 Pet. iii. 18, 
these titles, which are described as the exclusive attributes of Deity, 
are given to Christ : " Grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our 
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ." 

In IsA. xlv. 22, 23, Jehovah is represented as saying: " Look 
unto me and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth ; for I am God, 
and there is none else. I have sworn by myself; the word is gone 
out of my mouthSn righteousness, and shall not return ; that unto 
me every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear." But the Apos- 
tle Paul, in Rom. xiv. 10, IL, expressly quotes these words with a 
direct application to Christ : *' For we shall all stand before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ. For it is written. As I live, saith the Lord, 
every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God." 

In IsA. viii. 13, 14, 15, Jehovah is thus described: "Sanctify 
Jehovah of hosts himself; and let him be your fear, and let him be 
your dread: and he shall be for a sanctuary ; but for a stone of stum-, 
bling, and for a rock of offence, to both the houses of Israel ; for a gin 
and for a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem. And many among 
them shall stumble, and fall, and be broken, and be snared, and be 
taken." — But this description is, in 1 Pet. ii. 7, 8, referred to Christ: 
" Unto you therefore which believe he is precious; but unto them 
which be disobedient, the stone which the builders disallowed, the 
same is made the head of the corner, and a stone of stumbling, and 
a rock of offence, even to them which stumble at the word, being 
disobedient." 

In IsA. xl. 3, it is prophesied, that John the Baptist should be 
" the voice of one crying in the wilderness. Prepare ye the way of the 
Lord, make straight in the desert a highway for our God." — But in 
Luke iii. 4, this prophecy is said to be fulfilled by John's appearing 
to prepare the way of Christ; as it is written in the book of Esaias 
the prophet, saying: "The voice of one crying in the wilderness. 
Prepare ye the way of the \jOtd, make his paths straight." 
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In IsA. liv. 5, the following address }s mndc by the prophet to 
the Church: ** For thy Maker is thy husband, the Lord of hosts is 
his name; and thy Redeemer, the Holy One of Israel." — But in the 
New Testament, the person spoken of in this passage^ as the Lord of 
hosts and the Holy One of Israel, is said to be Christ; as in John 
iii. 29. "He that hath the bride is the bridegroom;*' and in Q CoR. 
xi. 2. " For I have espoused you to one husband, that I may preseut 
you a chaste virgin to Christ;" and RoM. vii. 4. " Wherefore, my 
brethren, ye also are become dead to the law, by the body of Christ, 
that ye should be married to another^ even to him who is raised from 
the dead, that we should bring forth fruit unto God." 

In Psalm Ixviii. 18, 19, the Psalmist, addressing God, who is 
mentioned in the 1 6th verse, says, " Thou hast ascended on high, 
thou hast led captivity captive: thou hast received gifts for men; 
yea, for the rebellious also, that the Lord God might dwell among 
them. Blessed be the Lord, who daily loadeth us with benefits, even 
the God of our salvation." — But, in Eph. iv. 7, 8, this is interpreted 
as referring to Christ: " But unto every one of us is given grace 
according to the measure of the gift of Christ. Wherefore he saith, 
When he ascended up on high, he led captivity captive, and gave 
gifts unto men." 

Ill Neh. ix. 6, Jehovah is thus addressed in his character as 
Creator: " Thou, even thou, art Lord alone: thou hast made heaven, 
the heaven of heavens, with all their host, the earth and all things 
that are therein, the seas and all that is therein; and thou preservest 
them all." — But in Col. i. 15, 16, this passage is virtually quoted 
and applied to Christ : " Who is the image of the invisible God, the 
first-born of every creature: for by him were all things created that 
are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether 
they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers; all things 
were created by him, and for him; and he is before all things, and 
by him all things consist." 

In Deut. XXX. 20, it is said of the Lord God, " He is thy life." — 
But in John xi. 25, Christ assumes to himself this designation, " I 
am the resurrection and the life;^' and in Col. iii. 4, the Apostle 
makes a similar declaration, "When Christ, who is our life, shall 
appear," &c. 

In Matth. iv. 10, the following doctrine is laid down by Christ 
as a guide for all created beings : *' Thou shalt worship the Lord thy 
God, and him only shalt thou serve." — But in Heb. i. 6, we find this 
command issued by God the Father in reference to the Son : " Let 
all the angels of God worship him." 

In Zech. xii. 10, Jehovah is represented as saying in prophecy, 
** They shall look upon me whom they have pierced ;" and in John 
xix. 37, this passage is said to have been fulfilled in Christ, " And 
again another Scripture saith. They shall look on him whom they 
pierced ;" also in Kev. i. 7, '' Behold he cometh with clouds, and 
every eye shall see him, and they also which pierced him." 

In Psalm Ixxviii. 5^, it is said of the Israelites, that '' they 



ipX^Mki proToked die Most Higli 6od;^ and lii 1 don^ x. 9, 
the Apostle says to JDhristiaos, '' Neither liet uA iempt €briM«aftfioin6 
t>f them also templed ;" by which reference he Bot oaet^y repHsftents 
Christ; as sastaining towards the ChristiaB Ck«rch, the very same 
felatioBsbip which the Most Kigh God sosUined towlirds the leirish 
Church (oamely^ ef beiag the object of dirtot offence by win, a t^lU 
tioDship which none but* Qod cati suStahij; but. be also expUcitljr 
Asserts Christ to hbYe beea the Most High Qodi whootthe Isl'aeUtes 
tempted, 

Ih PsACM IxTLxMi. 18> Jekofah ii^ said to b^ Ih^ exelusiyg titlfe of 
the Moi^t High God: " That nie^ inay khow that ttibti, wh6s6 Udm^ 
alone is Jehovah^ art the Most High over all the earth."-^But in JeR. 
li«»ii..@j, thid title k given to Christy ^' And.Hiis is his naiBe .ifrhei-eby 
lie jsbali be called, Jehovah our Right^otisiless." 

In Act's ixii. wfe have a narrative of the conversibb of Paul, inl 
which Ananias is represented aii telling Saal tRkt he was chofeen by 
^the God of their fathers :" verses 14 and 13, "The God of out 
fathers hfllh chosen thee, that thoii ^hdulde^t know his Will, and see 
that Jilisit One> and shonldst heir the voice of his mouth ; for thotf 
sha4t b6 hils withefis vehtb ^1! nl^ Of Whdt (hoa hast seen and heard.** 
Noi^, it is evident thatbjr '* thef G6d of our fathers,* and "thfe Just 
One," in this passage, we are to understand the Lbi'd' Jesas Cltri8t> 
becliuse it ^as he Whoa^ VQice PaQi beard (ACtjI ix. 4^^ aad whose 
^itniess it wa&.his offloe iis.an Apctetle lo be* B^.thki is. fenced be<> 
yohddll question, by ib^ fa,ct«ibattbereiii(«.iiother narrativevinAcrs 
is. 15-^l.7> of the very same interview with Ananias^ which merely 
differs from this by interpreting the "God of their fathers** to be 
Jesus : " But the Lord said unto hiua. Go. thy w«y : for he is a cKosen 
vessel unto me, to bear my pame before the Gentiles, and kings^ an4 
the children of Israel ; for I will show him how great things he must 
suffer for my name's sake. And Ananias went his way, apd entered! 
into the house; and putting his hands on bim^said. Brother Saulithe 
Lord (^&a» JesuSi that appeared' unto thee in tb^ way that thoa 
earnest] bath sent me, that thou mightest receive thy sights and be 
filled with the Holy Ghost."* 

In RojH. viii. 33$ the sioder a jdstifibataon is* de^erihed as the wiork /^ 
of God; " It ijB God that jastitiett."-.But in PsiitM liii. 11, U is '^^- 
ascribed .to Christ: " By. hii knowledge («.«. byT^ing a saving 
knowledge of himself} shall my rightooin lervwit justify many." 

In 1 Tiikss. v; ^3, sancti^catidh b represented as the work ot 
G^d : " Aiid the very God of peace sanctify you wholly.** But in 
Heb. xiii. 124 it is represented as the work of Christ : " Wherefore 
Jesus nlso, that he might sanctify the piebple with bis own blood, 
shffered without the gatb." 

. In Ephes. iii. 2, 3, Paul ktribnterthe receptioti 6f his apostbtic 
instractidnS.tci the revelation of God : " I| ye hive heard of the dls4 
pensation bf the gr&ce of God which is given me to you-ward ; how 
that by revelation' hb made kn6Wik unto me Ae mystery ."<-:^Btlt in 
Gal. i. 12, he attributes his knowUdge of tikt Gospel ta the HfeU,^ 

£ 
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lioiibf Christ exclusively: ^ For I neither received it of man, neither 
was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.*' 

The efficient source of the miracles by which the Apostles' 
preaching was attested, is referred indifferendy to Christ and God, 
as in Mark xvi. 20 : *' They went forth, and preached every where> 
ihe Lard working with them, and confirming the word with signs 
following." — Compared witfiHsB. ii. 3, 4: '' How shall we escape, if 
we neglect such great salvation, which at the first began to be spoken 
by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them that heard him ; 
God also bearing them witness, both with signs and wonders, and with 
divers miracles and gifts of the Holy Ghost, according to his own 
wUl.- 

In Jer. xvii. 5 and 7, it is said by Jehovah, '^ Cursed be the man 
that trusteth in man, and maketh flesh his arm, and whose heart de- 
parteth from the Lord. * * * Blessed is the man who trusteth in the 
Lord, whose hope the Lord is." — But this blessedness is associated 
with trusting in Christ, in the declaration of the Psalmist, Psalm 
ii. 12-, " Blessed are all they that put their trust in him ;" and in the 
experience and anticipations of the Apostle Paul, '' I know in whom 
I have trusted (for so the word means), and am persuaded thai he is 
able to keep that which I have committed unto him against that 
day." 2 Tim. i. 12. 

In Psalm xxxvi. 6, Jehovah is thus addressed: "O Lord! thoa 
preservest man and beast;" and in Col. i. 17, the same work of 
providence is ascribed to Christ: *' For by him ail things consist." 

Christ is Jehovah, the Shepherd of the Jewish Church; and, also, . 
the one common Shepherd of the extended and united Church of 
Jews and Gentiles; for we read in John x. 16, these remarkable 
words : " Other sheep I have which are not of this fold : them 
also I MUST BRING, and they shall hear mt voice; and there shall 
be ONE FOLD, and one Shepherd;'' and the rank of this Shepherd 
is determined by the Psalmist, in Psalm xxiii. "Jehovah is my 
Shepherd, I shall not want: he maketh me to lie down in green 
pastures; he leadeth me beside the still waters." — This argument^ 
will also appear more striking by a reference to John x. 14,* where 
he calls himself the ''good Shepherd;" to Hsb. xiii. 20, where he 
is styled the ''great Shepherd of the sheep;" to 1 Peter v. 4, 
where he is styled the '* chief Shepherd;" and to Rev. vii. 17, where 
the care and kindness of Jehovah the Shepherd is distinctly referred 
to Christ: " The Lamb, which is in the midst of the throne, shall 
feed them, and shall lead them unto living fountains of waters; and 
God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes." 

The Church also stand in the very same relationship to Christ 
and Jehovah, as sheep; for we read in Psalm Ixxiv. 1, "O God, 
why hast thou cast us off for ever? why doth thine anger smoke 
against the sheep of thy pasture?" and Christ says, in John x. 27, 
'!.Hy sheep hear my voice;" and in John xxi. 17, "Feed my sheep." 

In 1 Kii^s viii. 39, Sojompn thus addresses Jehovah : " For thoa« 
even tbpUj ojnly knojrest the heartst>f all ihe children of men,"— JSut^ 
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In John vi. 64, a knowledjg^e equivalent to thin isaicribfed to Christ t 
" For Jesus knew, from the beginning, who they were that belieTed 
not, and who should betray him;" and in Acts 1. 24, the Apostles 
addressed Christ, thos : " Thon, Lord, which knowest the hearts of 
all men;" and in Matt, xii* 25, we read, "Jesus knew their 
thoughts;" and also in Lokb vi. 8; and again in John vi. 61, it is 
said, " That Jesus knew in himself (t. e. not by communication, that 
his disciples murmured); and in John ii. 24, it is still more empha- 
tically asserted, that he did not obtain his knowledge by communi- 
cation or derivation of any kind : '* Bat Jesus did not commit himself 
unto them, because he knew all men, and needed not that any should 
testify of man : for he knew what was in man." 

The forgiveness of sins is ascribed indifferently to Christ and God ; 
as in Eph. iv. 32, " Be kind one to another, tender-hearted, forgiving 
one another, even as God for Christ's sake hath forgiven you;" and 
in CoL.iii. 13, the exercise of the same divine prerogative is ascribed 
to Christ in terms which are evidently a paraphrase of the above: 
" Forbearing one another, and forgiving one another, if any'man have 
a quarrel against any : even as Christ forgave you, so also do ye." 

In Mal. iii. 6, immutability is represented as an attribute of 
Jehoifah: " I am the Lord, I change not." — But in Heb. i. 12, the 
same attribute is ascribed to Christ: " But thou art the same;" and 
in Hrb. xiii. 8: "Jesus Chrbt the same yesterday, to-day, and for 
ever. 

In Rev. xx. 12, the dead are described as standing before God 
for judgment: " And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before 
God ; and the books were opened, and another book was opened^ 
which is the book of life: and the dead were judged out of those 
things which were written in the books, according to their works." — 
But in 2 Cor. v. 10, he who is called God in Reyelatioj^, is called 
Christ: " For we must all appear before the judgment-seat of Christy 
that every one may receive the things done in his body, according to 
that he hath done, whether it be good or bad." 

There are also several other passages in which the judgment of 
the world is referred to Jehovah, which, when taken in contrast with 
others in which Christ is spoken of in the same direct and emphatie 
terms as the Judge, must necessarily prove his true and proper Deity. 
This argument will appear eviilent from a comparison of the two 
following classes of texts; viz. 



TexU de§cribing God or Jehovah aa 
Judge. 

' Bat Jehovah shall endure for ever: 
he hath prepared his throne forjudge* 
ment; and be shall judge the world 
in righteousness. — Psalm ix. 7, 8. 

Our God shall call to the heavens 
from above, and to tfao earth, that he 
may judge his people. Gather n^ 
^nts together unto me; those that 



Texti describing Christ as Judge, 

When the Son of man shall coma 
in his glozy, and all the holy angels 
with him, then shall he sit upon the 
throne of his glory: and before him 
shall be gathered all nations. — Matt. 
XXV. 31, 32. 

For the Lord himself shall descend 
from heaven with a shout, with the 
voice of the archangel, and with the 
trump of Qod ; and uie dead in Christ 
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lacnfice. And Uie heaven* ^all de- 
clare hit rigbteoiisness:' for God h 
judge ltim8erf.^PSAiM 1. 4—6. 



For Qod wiU briiig evecy woxk into 
jodg;nieoty with every secret tbingy whe- 
ther it be good, or whether it be evil. 
— EccL. xii. 14. 

And I saw Ae dead, snail and greaf, 
•land befon God ; « « and the deadwere 
jadged out of those things ^hich yr^re 
written in the books, according to 
tiieir works. — Ret. zx. 12. 



•ball xfiif 0r9t:'ibeii w^/wblcfr n9 
alhre and remain «bal^ be caught up 
together with them in the clouds, t9 
meet the Lord in the atr ; und so snail 
we ever be with the Lerd.-^1 Thbss; 
iT. 1(^17. 

Jadge Dolbiiig befora the tirae^^no*^ 
til the Lord come, who both will 
bring to light tbe hidden things of 
darkness, and will make manifest tho 
counsels of the hearts. — 1 Cor. iv. 5-. 

We must all appear before th# 
jodgmeat'Seat of Christ, that cfvery 
one may receive the things done ii» 
his body, according to that he hath 
done, whether it be good or bad. — 
3€oa.T. 10. 



The inference from the compariscni of these paaaiiges in sopporf 
pf tbe true Deity of Christ, receivesi if possible, additional strength 
from the consideration that " the Father ju^geth no man, but bath 
committed all jndgment unto the Son." John v. 22. It is therefore 
evident, that the Jehovah or God who iif described as Judge, is not 
to be understood of the Father, but of t^ Son ; who, because he has 
assumed human nature and become the Son of man, possesses, in 
addition to the necessary qua1i6catiohs vith which he is endowed as 
God, the advantages of visibility, which neither the Father nor the 
Son possess in reference to their essential Godhead. And we may 
legitimately infer from the mere fact of Christ's being exhibited as the 
destined Jndge of all itien, that he must in some sense possess tbe 
knowledge, the po\^er, the authority, and judicial prerogatives of 
true Deity, in order to justify his being represented as snstatmng so 
high and arduous an office. 

Christ occupies the very s&me position in relation to the Chris^ 
tian Church, wh^ch Jehovah occupied in relation to the Jewish Church. 
For example r The Jewish Church assembled in the name of JehovaH 
(ExoD. XX. 24): the Christian Church assemble in the name of 
Christ (Matt, xviii. 20). The passover is called the Lord's pass- 
over (ExOD. xii. li); which Christ abolished (Eph. ii. 15), and suhr 
^sfituted a supper of comm anion in Kemembmnce of himself (Lqkb 
xxii. 19). The Sabbath, the day of rest to the Jewish Church, is 
called the Sabbfith of the Lord their God (Exod. xx. 10); which 
Christ, through his Apostles, abolished (Col. ii. 10), and* instituted 
in its stead the first day of the week, which is called the Lord's Day 
(Rev. i. 10). Moses and the Prophets, the ministers of the Jewish 
Church, performed their miracles through the power of Jehovah 
(Ps. lx;|viii. 43) : the ApostleSt the ministers of the Christian Church,, 
performed their miracles in the name and by the power of Christ 
(MARKxvi.20. AcTsiii.6;ix.34). AndtheJewish Church are deseri- 
bed as those whom the Lord God had chosen to be a peculiar people 
fnio himself {Devt, xiv.2); ^nd the Christian Church are described 
as those for whom Christ gave himself, that he might purify unti> 
himself a peculiar people (Tif^ ii. 14). From these examples, it must 
fblioir that Christ fs the Jehovah of the Old Testament; as we eouhl 
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Aot luppose that an inferKH: wM ev^Uii iBiiibter of jGod would hav« 
tiros placed himaelf in the exact relative position of that God who 
sent him. And this argament receives additional force — if possible 
-^whjen we consider that the- introduction of Cfaifistianit; vas^ In one 
sense^ a breaking down of the middle wall of partition between Jews 
and Gentiles; so f hat he who is now- the God of Jews and Gentiles 
\i^ the Chrjstif^n Churchi is the one being who was In a special sens^ 
the Gpd of the Jews only. |loM. iii. 29. 

- i w^uid here remark, that there are two methods of argument by 
ahtch we may arrive at the con^clusion in support of the Deity of 
Christ, from the comparison of passages in which Jel^ovah or God is 
spoken of, with others in which either the same passages are referred 
to Christ; or in which divine attributes which the fornoer speak of, 
fire in the $am€f sense ascribed to l^im. 1st, This comparison either 
identi^es Christ with the Jehovah or God who is spoken of in the 
one passage, and thus directly ptorea his Deity; — or, 2dly, If we 
adqi^it that, in t)ie passages in which the name of Jehovah or God 
occurs, the person of the Father is meant; then the parallel texts 
which speak of Christ in the same sense, ascribing to him the same 
divine characteristics and attributes with the Father, prove him to 
be the one God with the Father, and so indirectly, but as validly, 
demonstrate his true Deity. Thus, for instance, it is said, in Psalm 
Ixxxiii. 18, that the Israelites tempted the Most High God in the 
desert; but, in 1 Cor* x. 9, Paul asserts, in reference to the sam^ 
circumstance, that it was Christ whom they tempted. Now, I can 
arrive at a valid conclusion, substantiating the true Deity of Christ, 
from a comparison of these passages; by either at once inferring, 
that Christ, in his pre-existent Deity, was the Most High God, whom 
the Israelites tempted; or, admitting the Most High God to be 
meant by the Psalmist of the Father, I have an instance of Christs 
being associated with the Father as the one object against whom the 
Israelites sinned; and therefore I necessarily infer, that Christ was 
the Most High God with the Father. 

. IV. I SHALL NOW ADVANCE ANOTHER CLASS OF PROOFS; NAME- 
LY, INSTANCES OF ChR1ST*S ASSUMING OR APPLYING TO HIMSELF DE- 
CLARATIONS OF Scripture, or attributjes elsewhere referring 
TO Jehovah or God. 

In Exod. XX. 24j God is represented as making this promise to 
the Jewish Church: " In all places where I record my name, I will 
come unto thee, and I will bless thee." — But Christ, in the New Tes- 
tament, represents himself as sustaining the very same relationship 
to the Christian Churjch, by recording two precisely similar promises; 
in Matt, xviii. 20: " For where two or three are gathered together 
in my name, ther^ am I in the midst pf them ;" and in Matt, xxviii. 
20: ** Lo, I am with you always, even unto the end of the world." — ► 
Upon this comparison, I remark; 1st, It must obviously require the 
divine faculty of being omnipresent, in order to enable a person who 
made these promises td fulfil them; and, 2dly, If Christ were a creature 
infinitely inferior to the true God, a promise of his perpetual presence 
woiild have been of no value, A promise of the presence ^d protec- 
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tioQ of Oed, delivered aattaoritathrely bv Jeeue hie Messenger, wouM 
have been alone serviceable^ and could alone have prevented tine 
Jewish Charch from possessing an infinitely higher advantage than 
the Christian^ by enjoying the presence and protection of Jehovah 
himself. 

In Matt. v. 21^ and throughoat his entire seomon, Christ con-* 
trasts his own instructions with the commandments of Jehovah to 
the Jews, so as to assume to himself the very same legislative prero^ 
gatives and authority: "Ye have heard that it was said to them of 
old time'* (for so it is in the Greek); " but I say unto you." — What 
creature could presume to improve upon the language of a command- 
ment of Jehovah ? 

' ' In Is A. xl. 10, we read, " Behold, the Lord God will come with 
istrong hand, and his arm shall role for him : behold, his reward is 
with him, and his work before him." — But in Rev. xxii. 12, Christ 
applies the very same language to himself, and assumes to himself 
the same divine prerogative of rewarding : " And, behold, I come 
quickly; and my reward is with me, to give every man' according as 
his work shall be." 

In I Cor. vi. 14, it is said, '' God hath both raised up the Lord."— ^ 
But in John ii. 19, Christ asserts, in reference to his resurrection: 
" Destroy this temple, and I will raUe it up in three days." — Upon 
which comparison I remark, that Christ must have been possessed of 
a divine nature, distinct from his human body, which divine nature 
raised up that body; and which was so connected with it at the time 
he made this declaration, as to justify his speaking in the first person 
singular — " I will raise it up : " and that thtls was true, is evident 
from his calling his body a temple, on seeing the temple of Jerusa* 
lem. That temple was the house of Jehovah ; and his body is so 
styled, because 'Mn him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily." 

In 1 Cor. vi. 14, it is also said, " God will raise up us by hia 
own power." — Butin John vi.d9, 40, 44, 54, Christ says, four times, 
in reference to his people, " I will raise him up at the last day :" 
therefore, Christ is either that God who will raise the dead, or he is 
one with the Father in the exercise of that divine prerogative and 
power. 

In IsA. xliv. 6, we read, " Thus saith the Lord, the King of 
Israel, and his Redeemer, the Lord of hosts ; I am the first, and I 
am the last; and beside me there is no god." — But iu Rev. i. 17; 
ii. 8 ; xxii. 13, Christ assumes this title to himself by saying, " I am 
the first and the last;" upon which I remark, 1st, If we understand 
this tiUp as designating eternal existence, then it is evident that 
Christ must be the one true and everlasting God with Jehovah, as no 
two perfectly distinct beings could say of themselves with truth, " I 
am the first and the last;'* or, 2dly, If we understand the words as 
denoting the first cause and final object of all things, it equally 
proves his true Deity. 

Christ promises to, give to Jiis disciples that wisdom ivhich the 
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Apostle directs them to pray to God for. Lvkb xxi. 15, '' For I 
wiSiL GIVE 3fou a month and wisdom, which all your adversaries 
shall not be able to gainsay nor resist" — Compared with James i. 6, 
" If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveA to all 
liberally," &c. 

In Psalm vii. 9, it is said, " The righteous God trieth the hearts 
and reins;" and in Jer. x?ii. 10, '' I Jehovah search the heart; I tir 
the reins, even to give every man according to his ways, and accord- 
ing to the fruit of his doings." — But in Ret. ii. 23, Christ not only 
assumes to himself these two divine prerogatives of searching the 
reins and the heart, and of exercising retributive justice — but ex- 
pressly identifies himself with Jehovah, who speaks in this passage, by 
mioting it indirect application to himself: "And all the Churches 
shall know that I am he which searcheth the reins and hearts ; and 
I will give unto every one of you according to your works." — ^Here> 
I simply ask. Can any one have the hardihood to maintain, or even 
to insinuate, that Christ might have made an unjustifiable quotation, 
and incorrect application to himself, of the words of the Prophet ? 

From the language which Christ adopts in his addresses to the 
seven churches in Asia, in Rev. ii. and iii. we infer his possession 
of the attributes and prerogatives of Deity. He does not use that 
atyle of address which a created being, acting as the inferior agent 
of God, would naturally employ, and alwaya did employ, by saying, 
" Thus saith Jehovah." — But he says, " I know thy works," &c. ; " I 
have somewhat against thee ;" " To him that overcometh, will I give 
to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradise of 
God ;" " Repent, or elfte I will come unto thee quickly ;" ** He that 
overcometh, and keepeth my words unto the end, to him will I give 
power over the nations;" "J will not blot his name out of the book 
of life;" " He that openeth, s^nd no man (or " no one") shutteth, he 
that shutteth, and no one openeth;" " Thou hast kept my word, and 
hast not denied my name;" '* I will keep thee from the hour of temp- 
tation, which shall come upon all the world ;" " Him that overcometh, 
will I make a pillar in the temple of my God;" ''As many as I love, 
J rebuke and chasten ;" ** To him that overcometh, will / grant to sit 
wi^h me on my throne, even as I also overcame, and- am set down 
with my Father in his throne." — Upon these passages it is obvious 
to remark, that the assumption of independent and underived know- 
lisdge— of authority to dispense the blessedness and the dignities of 
heaven — ^of power to exercise retributive justice — of the possession 
of irresistible dominion over the condition of men — and of preserving, 
correcting, punishing, and rewarding the members of his churches, 
which they contain, — ^is totally unaccountable upon any principle, 
but that which admits and recognises him as the one God with the 
Father. And, as the threats denounced against the Asiatic churches 
have been fulfilled by rendering the ordinary arrangements of pro* 
vidence the instruments of their accomplishment, it is evident, that 
Christ has, in these passages, represented himself as the God of 
providence, who can alone order all things for the accomplishment 
of his purposes* 
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III MAfT. i(![iii. d7i ChHst assam^ tLe l&rigUttg^^ and )})ace* litnii-^ 
^dlf id the position of the God of Israel t "O J^rdBalem, J^r4i8aleiii, 
thou that killest tills ph>ph^ts^ and ston^st them that are s^nt anto 
ihee, hbw ofleD tboutd / have gatbeteU thy children tog^theri even ad 
a'hen gathereth her chickens under her Mings, and ye would notl*' 
— How easy is it here to apply the principle hy which the identity 
of Peter was ascertained, "Thy speech bewrayeth thee!" (Matt^ 
xxvi. 73); for this is precisely an appropriation to himself, on the 
part of Christ, of the office of president and protector of the Jewish 
people which Jehovah sustained, as is .manifest from comparing it 
with the similar descriptions of Jehovah in the Old Testament; as iii 
Deut. xxxii. 11. "As an eagle stirreth up her nest, fluttereth over 
{ler young, spreadeth abroad her wings, taketh them, beareth them 
pn her vtings; so the Lord alone did lead him,, and there was ho 
strange god with him." — ^And in Psalm xci. 4. " He shall cover thee 
with Ills feathers, and under his wings shalt thou trust'^T—And in 
Jer. xxix. 19. " Because they have not hearkened unto my words» 
saith the Lord, which I sent unto them by my servants the prophe^. 
rising up early, and sending;, but ye would not hear, saith the Lord. 
^— And in PjjALM Ix^id. 11 — 14. '^ But my people would not bear- 
ken to my voice; ahd Israel would cone of me. So I gave them up 
tinto their owii hearts* lust; and they walked in their own coUnikels; 
Oh that my people bad hearkenea nnto me, ahd Israel had D^alked 
in my ways ! I should Soon have subdued thieir ehemi^s, atid tUrhed 
faiy hand against their adversaries." 

V. I SHALL NOW ADVANCE PROOFS OF THAT PART OF MY SECOND 
PROPOSITION WHICH ASSERTS^ THAT ChRIST POSSESSES, AS TO HIS 
DIVINE NATURE, THE SAME ETERNITY, KNOWLEDGE, POWER, AUTHO- 
RITY, PREROGATIVES, AND GODHEAD, WITH THE FaTHER, AND IS ONE 

WITH HIM IN 'ALL ATTRIBUTES. And this I shall do by advancing 
passages in which divine attributes and prerogatives are referred in 
common to Christ and the Father, : [J should^ however, premise^ 
that in some ^ of the passages which 1 shall advance, it mjght be 
<)ue8tio|ied whether it be the person of the Father who is exclusively 
referred to, and not the Divine Being in a general sense; but it is evi* 
.dent that, according to the principles of those who differ from us, t 
|iaye a right to assume, though 1 would not admit, that wherever th^ 
word God occurs in Scripture, the person of the Father is mcfant] . 

The Apostle Paul, at the cbmiliencement of most of his Epistles^ 
associates the Lord Jesus Christ with the Father, as the person to 
whom he prays for a dispensation of the highest spiritual blessings; 
as, for instance, in Rom. i. 7, " Grace to youi and peace from God 
our Father, an'd from the Lord Jesus Christ." — In other places he 
represents Christ, without mentioning the Father, ds the dispen)9er of 
the same blessings: as in 1 Cor. xvi; 23, " The grace, of our Lord 
Jesus Christ be with you,-" and 2 Tim. i. 16; " The Lord give mercy 
Unto the house of OnesiF/hdrus;" and v^r. 18, '' The Loifd grant utito 
him that he may find mercy of the .Lord in that day." 

- In 1 TiiEsS. iii. 11 — 13, he also associates Christ with the Father 
as the object of prayer, and as having the same power with \k\jai to 
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tontrol tht affain of providence : " Now Ood himielf and oar Fa* 
ther, and our Lord Jesus Christ> direct our way uuto you;" and tbea 
he continues his petition to Christy under the title Lord, for spiritual 
blessings : " And the Lord make you to increase and abound in love 
one toward another, and toward all men, even as we do toward you; 
to the end he may establish your hearts unblameable ia holiness 
before God, even our Father, at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ 
with all his saints/* — There is a similar prayer in 2 Thess. ii. 16, 17, 
HI which Christ, in order of address, is placed before the Father: 
" Now our Lord Jesus Christ himself^ and (jod even our Father> 
which hath loved us, and hath given us ev^riasting consolation, and 
good hope through srace, comfort your hearts, and stablish you in 
every good word and work." 

The Lord Jesas Christ and the Father are r^iresented in Scrips 
lure as equally entitled to the worship of all created beings; as is 
proved by the fact, that doxologies, of precisely similar form, and 
containing the same ascriptions, are offered to both; as in 2 Pet. iik 
18 : " Grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ : to whom be glory both now and for ever. Amen.''-^ 
Compared with that in 1 Pet. v. II, offered up to the God of all 
grace, whom we assume to be the Father: " To him be glory and 
dominion for ever and ever." 

In Heb. i, 1, God the Father is represented as tiie person who 
spake by the prophets: " God, who at sundry times, and in divert 
manners, spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in 
these last days spoken unto us by his Son."< — But in 1 Pet. i. 10, 11, 
it is asserted that Christ, in his pre-existent Deity, was the author of 
the inspiration of the prophets: "Of which salvation the prophets have 
inquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that 
should come xinto you; searching what, or what manner oT time Ike 
Spirit of Christ which was i» them did signify, when it testified be- 
forehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glory that should follow;" 
and also in I Pet. iii. 19, Christ is represented as having inspired 
Noah, the preacher of righteousness to the antedeluviau world : " For 
Christ also hath once suffered for sin, the just for the nnjost, that he 
might bring us to God ; being put to death in the flesh, but quickened 
hy tlie Spirit: by which also he went and preached unto the spirits 
in prison," &c. 

Christ, as Lord, is one with the Father, as proprietor of the tem- 
ple at Jerusalem ; for we read, in John ii. 16, *' Make not my Father 9 
house an house of merchandise;*' and in Mal. iii. 1, we read of 
Christ, *^ Tlie Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come to hi^ 
temph" 

Christ is associated with the Father, as the person to whom be- 
lievers are solemnly dedicated at baptism, as in Matt, xxviii. 19, 
<^ Baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost.". 

It is said, in 1 John ii. 22—24, that it is of equal importance 
that the Christian should have faith, and continue in the faith of 

' F 
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both the Son and the Father : " He is antichrist that denieth the 
Father and the Son. Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath 
not the Father. * * Ye also shall continue in the Son and in the 
Father/' Also, in 1 John i. 3, Christians are represented as having 
fellowship equally with both persons : " And truly our fellowship is 
with the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ." 

VI. I SHALL NOW ADVANCE PASSAGES IN WHICH ChRIST AS- 
CAIBES TO HIMSELF DIVINE ATTRIBUTES AND PBBROOATIVES IN 
COMMON WITH THE FATHER (wHOSE DeITY I ASSUME), OR ELSE- 
WHERE ASCRIBED TO THE FaTHER. 

In Matt. xi. 27) Christ says, " All things are delivered unta me 
of my Father ;*' and it is an obvious principle, that the receiver must 
liave a capacity of receiviog coextensive with ihe nature of the 
things received* 

In the same verse he declares, that his nature is equally inscru^ 
table and incomprehensible as the Father's : *' And no man knoweth 
the Son, but the Father ; neither knoweth any man the Father, save 
Son ; and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him." 

In John, chap. v. there are several declarations made by the 
Saviour, asserting his perfect oneness in attributes and prerogatives 
with the Father, interspersed, according to Scripture, with declara- 
tions which refer to his mediatorial office and subordination ; as, for 
instance, 

In verse 17, he says, "My Father worketh hitherto, and I 
work ;'* which implies, as is evident from the context, " My Father 
has been engaged upon the Sabbath-day, and every day alike, up to 
the present moment, in sustaining the office of providence, and I 
have been doing the same ;" or, ^< I work miracles upon the Sabbath- 
day by the very same right by which my Father works upon the 
Sabbath-day." 

In verse 18, we find the Jews understanding him- as representing 
himself equal to the Father: " Therefore the Jews sought the more 
to kill him, because he not only had broken the Sabbath, but said 
that God was his Father, making himself equal to God ;*' or, rather, 
'' said that God was in such a peculiar sense his Father, as to re- 
present himself to be equal to God." — It is not, however, from the 
view in which the Jews understood him that I argue, but from Christ's 
proceeding in the sequel to sanction and confirm their view. 

In verse 19 : " Then answered Jesus, and said unto them, Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, the Son can do nothing of himself, but what 
he seeth the Father do ;". that is, " The Son and the Father are so 
closely and intimately one in power and operation, that the Son can 
do nothing of himself (or distinct from the Father), but what he seeth 
the Father do ;** as is evident from the most remarkable words which 
follow, as the reason of this declaration, and which would be blas- 
phemy in the mouth of a created and finite being : ** For what things 
soever he doeth, these (or rather << the same") also doeth the Son 
likewise" (or, '< in the same manner")- 
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la verse 21, '' As the Father raiseth up the dead^ and ^uic^ene^ 
them, even so the Son quickeneth whom he mllJ' 

In verse 9S, ** For the Father judgeth no man, bnt hath com^ 
mitted all judgment unto the Son." — The receiving such a commis«' 
sion implies, necessarily, his antecedent possession of every divine 
quality to enable him. to perform the work: and I would also remark, 
that as the Father judgeth no man, consequently, in arguing for the 
Deity of the Father and the Son, from the divine works perfornusd 
by them, we have more evidence for the Deity of the Son than we 
have for the Deity of the Father ; for though it is true that " what- 
soever things the Father doeth, the same doeth the Son likewise,*^ 
yet the proposition cannot be converted so as to say, " Whatsoever 
things the Son doeth, the same doeth the Father likewise.*' 

Verse 23, '' That all men should honour the Son even as they 
honour the Father. He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not 
the Father, which hath sent him/' 

In JoHK X. 27 — 38, he asserts the possession of the same power 
with the Father to protect his people against all their spiritual ad- 
versaries: *^My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they 
follow me ; and I give unto them eternal life ; and they shall never 
perish, neither shall any pluck them out of my hand. My Father, 
which gave them me, is greater than all ; and none is able to plupk 
them out of my Father's hand. I and my Father are one."— By the 
latter declaration, in which he sums up into one comprehensive as- 
sertion the substance of the two preceding verses for the consolation 
and security of his people, he evidently must mean, one in power 
and superiority to all their enemies, and in aiFection towards his 
people. It was in this sense that the Jews understood him; for they 
immediately took up stones to stone him, as a blasphemer ; upon 
which Christ proceeds with his diseourse, from verse 32 to 38, which 
consists of two parts: 1st, a justification of his words, from the 32d 
to the 36th verses ; and 2dly, an explanation of their meaning, in 
verses 37 and 38 : " If I do not the works of my Father, believe me 
not ; but if do, though you believe not me, believe the works, that 
ye may know and believe that the Father is in me, and I in him.** 
Now it is evident that this latter declaration is even stronger than 
the former (*< I and my Father are one"); ^or it denotes not a mer^ 
simple unity of connexion, but a unity of reciprocity and of mutual 
indwelling ; and it had the very same effect upon the Jews, of lead-r 
ing them to regard him as a blasphemer, upon which he took no 
further trouble to do away their impressions, but worked a miracle 
to release himself from their malignity : ^* Therefore, they sought 
again to take him ; but he escaped out of their hands," — evidently 
leaving them, as we must argue, upon every principle of duty and 
piety, in possession of the correct meaning of his two declarations in 
the 30th and 38th verses. 

In John x. 15, he asserts his possession of a knowledge of the 
Father, equal to the knowledge which the Father has of him: ^< As 
the Father knoweth me, even so know I the Father/' Now^ although 
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W9 may say that God knowi every creature to perfection^ yet we 
may truly addreae every created being in the universe in the lan« 
guage of Zophar: *< Canst thou by searching find out God? canst 
thou find out the Almighty unto perfection?" Surely a created and 
finite intelligence, which knows his Creator even as the scrutinizing 
omniscience of his Creator knows him, is an anomaly which neither 
can DOT does exist! 

In John xiv. 9, I0» he asserts hrs oneness with the Father to be 
so complete and perfect, that he who hath seen him hath seen the 
Father: ** PhiKp saith unto him, Lord, show us the Father, and it 
sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto him, Have I been so long time with 
you, and yet hast thou not known me, Philip? He that hath seen 
me, hath seen the Father; and how sayest thou then, Show us the 
Father. Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father 
in me?" And then he proceeda still further to give evidence of the 
perfect oneness that subsists between them; a oneness so perfect and 
so close, as to admit of no distinctness or independence of power ^ au- 
thority, or operation whatsoever, on the part of the Son, in his divine 
nature, from the Father: ^^ The words that I speak unto you, I speak 
not of myself (that is, as a separate being from the Father, as Philip 
supposed); but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the 
works." 

On comparing John xiv. 14 with xvi. 23, we find that Christ and 
the Father are eqtMlly employed in answering the prayers of the 
Church. The former passage is, " If ye shall ask any thing in my 
name, I i^l do it;" and the latter, " Whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Eathecln my name, he will give it you." And I would here remark^ 
that the same Apostle-— John — who has recorded these two declara- 
tions, enlarges upon the former, in his first Epistle, v. 14, 15, in a 
manner which shows that he recognised the correctness of directing 
our petitions to the Son of God, as well as to the Father: ''And this 
ig the confidence that we have in him (the Son of God), that if we 
juk any thing according to his will, he beareth us; and if we know 
that he hear us, whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the peti* 
tioxis that we desired of hiin." 

In John xiv. 23, Christ asserts bis possession, of the same faculty 
of being universally and permanently present with his people, as the- 
Father possessed; and represents the promise of his presence as 
equally valuable to his people, as that of his Father: '^ If a man love 
me» he wdl keep my words; and my Father will love him, and we 
will come unto him, and make our abode with him,"— We may also 
remark, upon this passage, that it connects the promise of God*s 
presence with the love of Christ, and not of the Father; so that, if 
Christ is not one God with the Father, we have here an instance of 
God surrendering his glory and preiogatives to a creature! 

In John xvi. 15, we read this declaration of the Saviour: '' All 
thines that the Father hath, are mine;" and, in John xvii. 10, a 
simiUr one: ''And all mine are ilunet and thine are mine/'^^Her^ 
are two explicit assertions of a common proprietorship with the Fa.« 
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ther, in all that belongs to the Father, from one *' who did no sip, 
neither was any guile found in his mouth/' 

In John xvii. 5, he represents himself as having enjoyed glory 
with the Father's own self before the world was : '< And now, O Fa- 
ther ! glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory which I 
had with thee before the world was.*" — And in this prayer, which he 
offers up during the season in which that glory was suspended, he 
plainly represents his glory, both retrospectively and prospectively, 
to be the one and the same glory with the Father's. 

He represents himself as being one with the Father, in the im- 
portant work of setting himself apart to his mediatorial office; as in 
John x. 36 1 '* Say ye of him whom the Father hath sanctified and 
sent into the world ;" compared with John xvii. 19: '* And for this 
purpose / sanctify myself^ that they also might be sanctified by the 
truth." 

He represents himself as possessing an independent and personal 
power, not only to lay down his life, but to resume it again ; as in 
John x. 18 : "I have power to lay down my life, and I have power 
to take it again ; " and yet it is asserted, in Rom. vi. 4, that Christ 
was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father. The power, 
therefore, which was displayed in this instance, must have been a 
power mutually possessed, and mutually exerted ; or, in other words, 
. the Father and' the Son were one in the possession of that exceeding 
great and mighty power, which the apostle says was displayed in the 
resurrection of Christ from the dead. 

He declares himself to be one with the Father in the exercise of 
the divine prerogative of rewarding, as is evident from a comparison 
of Matt, vi.^, " Thy Father, which seeth in secret, himself shall re- 
ward thee openly,'* — with Matt. xvi. 27, ** For the Son of man shall . 
come in the glory of his Father, with his angels; and then he sk^U * 
reward every man according to his works;'* — and also, on referring 
to Rom. ii. 6, we find that this is the province of " Gad; who mil 
reward every one according to his works. 

He represents himself as possessing the same ability with the 
Father to work the miracles which he performed ; as his question to 
the blind men, in which there is not the slightest reference to a 
superior or more efficient power, clearly implies; " Believe ye that 
/ am able to do this?" Matt. ix. 28; — and as his exact recognition 
of the ascription of an ability which could be exerted at will, con- 
tained in his reply to the leper*s supplication, in Matt. viii. 2, also 
shows: '*Lord, if thou wilt, thou canst make me clean;** — upon 
which Jesus said, / wills be thou clean*' — ^language as precisely indi- 
. cative of his possession of an irresistible power, independent of all 
distinct or higher controul, as the statement in Gen. i. 3, " God said, 
Let there be light, and there was light." Elsewhere, however, he 
says, " The Father which dwelleth in me, he doeth the works" 
(John xiv. 10); thereby implying, that though his ability to perform 
his miracles was uncontrolled by any superior power, yet it was equal 
to, or rather one and the^same power with the Father's. 
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Christ was one wiih the Father, in sendiog the Hely Ghoet to^ 
the Apostles, as is evident from John xvi. 7 : " If I go not away» 
the Comforter will not come unto you ; but if I depart, / will send 
him unto you;*' compared with John xiy. 26, " The Comforter, 
which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name," &c-. 

Christ assumes to himself the same prerogative of rebuking and 
chastening with the Father, as is manifest from his declaration in 
REv«iii.l9: ''As many as I love, / rebuke and chasten;^' com* 
pared with Heb. xii. 6, 7 : " For whom the Lord loveth he chasten- 
eth, and scourgeth every son whom he receiveth. If ye endure chas- 
tening, God dealeth with you as with sons ; for what son is he whom 
the Father chasteneth not ?'* 

In Rbv. xxi. 6, 7, Christ distinctly assumes to himself the title of 
God, and the prerogatives of Deity ; " And he said unto me. It i« 
done. I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end. I will 
give unto him that is athirst of the fountain of the water of life 
freely. . He that overcometh shall inherit all things ; and I will be 
his God, and he shall be my son.** 

These passages, which I have now advanced, constitute a portion 
of the scriptural material, upon the ground of which I argue for the 
true Deity of Christ. From this induction of scripture testimony, I 
derive this conclusion ;. That the Lord Jesus Ciirist, who appeared 
In the flesh in order to become a mediator between God and man, 
possessed a nature distinct from that humanity in which he taber- 
nacled — that, in reference to. this superior nature, he is described as 
bearing the titles, possessing the characteristics, performing the 
works, exercising the prerogatives, and receiving the honours of 
Deity — that he represents himself, and is represented by others, as 
being one with the Father in the possession of all the essential attri- 
butes which are ascribed to the Father. I therefore conclude, that 
in his superior nature, Christ is true God, possessing the same eter- 
nity, power, authority, and Godhead, with the Father, and one with 
him in all attributes. 
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SECOND DAY. 



Mr. B AGOT. — It falls to my lot, in consequence of the arrange* 
«nents which have been adopted, to commence the discussion on this 
day. You are aware, that, according to the printed regulations, no 
reply to the arguments of the first speaker could have been permitted 
Dn yesterday; but each was engaged to give a statement of the posi- 
tive sentiments which he entertained, in reference to the subject of 
discussion, and to illustrate that statement by positive and affirma- 
tive proofs. I fe^l obliged to Mr. Porter for the plan he has already 
pursu€fd ; for h^ has saved me a vast degree of trouble. We may be 
compared to two architects, who were employed to build a temple; 
and I trust that on yesterday I adhered closely to this object. I 
endeavoured to lay Christ Jesus as the foundation-stone; I called to 
tny assistance the Apostles and Prophets as fellow- workers in rearing 
the superstructure; and I completed my work, by exhibiting Christ 
Jesus as the topstone. But what did Mr. Porter do? — Ist, He 
occupied one hour at least in clearing away the obstructions to vnj 
building, by detailing the origin of this discussion, and the progress 
Df our correspondence, of which it was quite suffiqient to know the 
result^ as stated in the printed prospectus of the rules.-— 2dly, He 
erected a very small edifice for himself, which, however, he immedi- 
ately overthrew. — And, 3dly, He came over to roe, and for the 
remainder of his time assisted me in building my house. I had e&* 
pected that he would have advanced affirmative proofs for the strong 
affirmative doctrines which he has embodied in his two propositions. 
I had expected him to have advanced positive arguments in support 
of his first proposition, that the Father Qnly is the only true Grod ; 
and of his second proposition, that the Lord Jesus Christ is (even in 
his highest, capacity ) a created being : but for neither of these tenets 
did he advance any thing like satisfactory proof. I must advert, 
however, to the remarks which he did unequivocally advance. He 
occupied our time with censures upon the Scriptures, . both in the 
translation and in the original. . He described the transbtiQQ in ordi- 
nary use as bemg incru&ted with numerous imperfectiona a^id defects* 
I ask in reply, if he. realjy believes this description to be correct, how 
does he maintain his own consistency as a minister of religion, in 
standing up in this place 4>f Worship, Sabbath after Sabbath, to read 
to his congregation a translation of the Bible ^hich he represents 
as so erroneous and defective? He is not fettered by any ecclesias^ 
tical canons or regulations, which would restrict him to the exclusive 
use of King James's translation ; and he may adopt what is terined 
the " Improved Version of the New Testament," which might per* 
haps come nearer to his ideas of perfection as a translation, than the 
ordinary version. But the character which Mr. Porter has given of 
the common translation is, I hesitate not to say, unjustifiable and 
unwarranted. 1 argue not for the infallibility ^r inspiration of the 
translators, or for the f^fect integrity of the work they have pro^- 
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duced. I admh that there are defects In that work; but they are 
not connected with any point of doctrioe» or rule of practice, to as 
to impair the distinctness of the one, or to blunt the moral cogency of 
the other. But, just as the astronomer discerns spots in the sun, which 
do not prevent the inhabitants of our world from receiving all that illuo 
mination and guidance which his brightness is calculated to afford ; 
so, although the critical student of the Bible may discern some defects 
in its translation, yet still the commonly received version is sufficiently 
accurate to answer that important object for which a revelation has 
been imparted — to be ** a guide to our feet, and a lantern to our 
paths." And if a new translation were faithfully executed, I have iw 
hesitation to assert, that it would be far more favourable to the incul- 
cation of the Deity of Christ than the present. 

But Mr. Porter next alluded to the original text of Scripture ; 
which he described — ^I hope I commit no mistake in quoting his 
words — as '^ mutilated, interpolated, and otherwise grossly corrupted ; 
and so as to render many passages, especially those connected with 
this discussion, unworthy of notice." f beg to say to him, in the 
preseoce of this assembly, that, if he entertains such an opinion in 
reference to Scripture, he should, in consistency, become either an 
Infidel or a Roman Catholic : — an Infidel, in order, on the one hand, 
to free himself from the perplexity of building his faith upon such a 
sandy foundation ; or a Roman Catholic, on the other hand, in order 
that his creed may rest upon a basis which is apparently solid to the 
mind of every sincere member of that communion ; namely, the au- 
thority and infallibility of the Church of Rome. But, let me ask, 
what description of faith must that man have, who considers his 
only rule of faith to be " mutilated, interpolated, and otherwise 
grossly corrupted ? " The natural tendency of preaching up such a 
sentiment as this, would be to promote universal religious scepticism. 
But is Mr. Porter, and are this auditory, aware of the laborious re- 
search which Dr. Kennicott underwent, in order to ascertain the 
integrity of the Original Scriptures? He spent about thirty years 
in reviewing, collating, and comparing the different manuscripts of 
the Bible, to which he» could have access. And when this long 
period had brought his work to a close, he strongly lamented that he 
had spent his labour in vain ; as he had found no important devia- 
tions from the received text. But though Dr. Kennicott may 
have imagined that his labour was in vain, yet this meeting will, on 
the slightest reflection, perceive that he arrived at the most desirable 
and important conclusion, and one which demonstrated incontro- 
vertibly the general and minute integrity of the original text of 
Scripture. 

I shi^I now allude to the. commentary pronounced by Mr. Porter 
upon some of the texts connected with this discussion. He first 
adverted to Acts xx. 28 : *' Take heed, therefore, unto yourselves, 
and to all^he flock over the which the Holy Ghost hath made you 
overseers, to feed the church of God^ which he hath purchased with 
his own blood." Mr. Porter argued, upon Gribsbach's authority, 
that the word 0fov, in the original of this passage^ is spurious. For 
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fhy ptesetit object I neither argue for nor against the genuineness 
of &SOV ; but I would just remark, that this reading is well supported, 
and that the Vatican M.S., one of the very highest authority, which 
Griesbach never saw, gives countenance to this reading. I make 
him, however, a present of this text, but shall first make some use of 
it before I part with it. I do not require it as a proof for my doc- 
trine, nor did I quote it in my enumeration of arguments yesterday. 
I ask Mr. Porter, then, why is he so anxious to prove that ©iovt in 
this passage, is not genuine ? Is not this desire to remove this word 
from the text necessarily based upon a tacit, and, of course, uncon- 
scious admission, that if Qsou were in the passage, it would supply 
me and my cause with a valid argument for the true Deity of Christ ? 
On no other principle can Mr. Porter be exonerated from the charge 
of introducing totally irrelevant matter into this discussion. If, then, 
be admits — which he must, upon every principle of consistency and 
straight-forward reasoning — that ©eou, if in this text, would prove the 
Deity of Christ, I hope his mind is prepared to admit the force of 
the application of the very same title to the Saviour in passages, 
about the genuineness and authenticity of which, there is neither 
question nor insinuation; such as John i. 1; Rom. ix. 5; Titus 
ii. 13 ; 1 JoflN V. 20, &c. to which I yesterday referred. 

Mr. Porter next adverted to 1 Tim. iii. 15, 16 : " But if I tarry 
long, that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in 
the house of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar 
and ground of the truth. And, without controversy, great is the 
mystery of godliness ; God was manifest in the flesh," &c. — Now, in 
quoting this passage yesterday, I showed you that it was of no con- 
sequence whether we read 06^^ s(paviO(^r}y or 6g epccvz^uthi; as in the 
latter case we must naturally understand 6g to be a relative pronoun, 
having for its antecedent the noun substantive Gsov, in the sentence, 
"which is the church of the living God;" and we must read the 
intervening sentence as a parenthesis : thus, ** But if I tarry long, that 
thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of 
God, which is the church of the living God, (the pillar and ground 
of truth, and without controversy great is the mystery of godliness,) 
who was manifest in the flesh," &c. Mr. Porter has suggested an- 
other translation of this passage : thus, " He who was manifest in the 
flesh was justified in the Spirit," &c.; by which rendering he tran- 
slates 6g as an adjective ; but I simply reply to this, that it is con- 
trary to every rule and principle of Greek syntax to translate 6g in 
this manner, unless where we cannot possibly find an antecedent in 
the preceding context, which is not the case in this passage. Buc 
these remarks are based upon the supposition of rejecting &thg from 
the text, which I would not for a moment assent to— because I have 
evidence internal and external to support the received reading, 
1st, I ask any man of plain sense, what becomes of " the myst.ery,*' 
if the word.'* God" be taken away? If you extract the one, you 
necessarily remove the other ; for in what could the " mystery," of 
which the Apostle speaks, refer to but to this, that God was manifest 
in the flesh ? — 2dly, Mr. Porter has said much about the purity of 
GriesbaCh's text; but, with respect to this passage, how did 

G 



50 



Griesbach act? He inserted €>shi in his first edition; but in bit 
second edition he acted in opposition to even his own authority 
(which we are required to follow), in addition to every other evi- 
dence, by the omission of Qshg, and the insertion of o;. Whether be 
acted correctly or not, may be easily ascertained from a comparison 
of the following summary of authorities for the two readings^ viz.*-^ 



AulJioriHes for o^ 

MANUSCRIPTS. 

Aagian and BoerDerian (F and G a 
single authority), possibly. 

Two small letter manuscripts (17 and 
73), certainly* 



None. 



TBRSIONS. 



FITHBRS. 



Cyril Alexand. A.D. 412, in parte, pro- 

bably, 
Epiphanius, A.D. 390, prchdbly. 
Theodore Mopsoest. A.I>. 400, clearly. 
Also some persons in the sixth cen- 
. tury, as appears from a story told 
hy Liberatus and Hinckmarus. 



Authorities for (dto^, 

MANUSCRIPTS. 

Augian and Boemerian (F and G a 

single authority), probably. 
The Alexandrine and Ephiem (A and 

C), almost certaitUy. 
All collated small letter manuscripts 

of every class (except 17 and 73), 

certainly. 

YERSIONS. 

Arabic Polyg. and M.S. Slavonic, 
certainly. 

FATHERS. 

Ignatius, A.D. 100. Clemens Alex- 
and. A.D. 194, and others, probahly, 

Dionysius Alex. A.D. 264 (if genuine, 
as is probable), pretty clearly. 

Athanasius, A.D. 326 (if genuine, as 
is probable), certainUf. 

Cyril Alex. A.D. 412, in parte, proba- 
bly. 

Basil, ......... A.D. S70, probably. 

Gregory Nyssen, A.D. 370, clearly. 

Chrysostom, 

Theodoret, . 

Euthalius, . 

Damascenus, 

Epiphanius, 

Photius, 

(Ecumenins, 

Theophy lact, . . . A.D. 1077, do. 

F^om a comparison, or rather a contrast, of these authorities, yon 
will easily perceive v^hich is the correct reading ; whilst, at the same 
thne, it is of very little consequence whether these disputed passages 
be kept out of sight or not in this controversy, as I have ample sup- 
ply of other texts, whose genuineness and authenticity cannot be 
questioned. 

I must now advert to a strange, and to me a surprising admission, 
which Mr. Porter yesterday made, in reference to his religious 
views. The admission was expressed in these words : ** My views of 
the person of Christ are accompanied in Scripture with some difficult 
and perplexing circumstances to my own mind, which lead me to look 
upon those who differ from me with charity and candour J* What a 
noble sacrifice at the shrine of truth ! And in what, let me ask Mr. 
Porter, do these difficulties and perplexities consist ? Is it not in 
this, that he is not able to resist the strong scriptural assertions of 
the Deity of Christ, which the Scriptures contain? For my part, J 
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A.D. 


386, 


do. 


A.D. 


423, 


-do. 


A.D. 


462, 


do. 


A.D. 


730, 


do. 


A.D. 


787, 


do. 


A.D. 


858, 


do. 


A.D. 


900, 


do. 
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can see no perplexities in the views which I hold in reference to the 
personal glory of Christ. I can reconcile and connect all the state- 
ments of revelation, in consistency with the opinions I hold, as satis- 
factorily as a weak and finite intellect can ; and I am confident of 
this, that the Apostle Paul never made such an admission as this of 
Mr. Porter's. His language was, " I know in whom I have believed ;" 
and if Mr. Porter would surrender his present views, and become a 
sincere believer in the true Deity of the Saviour, then, under the 
teaching of the Spirit, all these difficulties and perplexities under 
which he is now labouring would banish and disappear. 

Mr. Porter next asserted, that the Evangjelists, Matthew, Mark, 
and Luke, never once assert the Deity of Christ; and that John is 
supposed to have done so only once, or perhaps twice. Now, let me 
suppose, for a moment, that this is correct; in order to show, by a 
simple illustration, how unserviceable such a fact would be to his 
argument. Suppose I had occasion to call on Mr. Porter at his own 
house; and, on having gone there, found that he was not in his par- 
lour, or his drawing-room, or in his office; would I be justified in 
leaving the house under the impression that he was not there, whilst 
he was at the very time occupied in his study ? Surely not. Now, 
vulgar and simple as this illustration may appear, it serves to detect 
the fallacy of the remark which [ wish to expose. The Bible is one 
compact structure of divine truth, reared by a single architect — the 
Spirit of €rod. It consists of different departments; namely, of the 
various books of which it is composed. Now, suppose I did not find 
the doctrine of the Saviours Deity in Matthew, Mark, Luke, or 
John; or, in fact, in any one of these departments, except, for in- 
stance, the book of the Revelation; would I be justified in reject- 
ing that doctrine P Surely not. If I find this doctrine clearly re- 
vealed only in one book of Scripture, and even in one isolated passage 
of that book, I should consider myself bound to give it implicit 
assent, just as much as if it constituted the pervading and reiterated 
topic of revelation. And let me further ask: If I did not find 
this doctrine in the evangelical history, does Mr. Porter mean that I 
should employ a kind of sponge, for the purpose of obliterating those 
statements of it which the Epistles contain P Surely not, if I regard 
the Bible as one compact volume, written by a single author, namely, 
the Spirit of God. Further: Suppose the Evangelists did not once 
allude to the doctrine of the Deity of Clu^st, could I not have ac- 
counted for this omission — I argue upon the superadded supposition, 
that this doctrine is contained in other parts of Scripture — upon 
principles which should have satisfied our finite judgments P The « 
Evangelists professed to record the history of the days of the flesh 
and humiliation of the Son of man : might they not, then, without com- 
promising their faithfulness as biographers, have adhered inflexibly to 
the subject they proposed ; whilst the Holy Spirit, under whose gui- 
dance they wrote, reserved the revelation of the Saviour s Deity for 
some subsequent portion of his work P How would Mr. Porter re- 
fute the infidel, who should argue that the Bible teaches atheism, 
because the name of Deity does not once occur in the book of Esther P 
And will he have the goodness to inform me, what precise amount of 
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evidence will satisfy his judgment in support of the true Deity of 
Christ? In the mean time^ 1 hold it as an axiom, that we should be 
satisfied with that quantum of evidence which the Holy Spirit is 
pleased to impart. The Sadducees, who considered their written rule 
of faith to be comprised within the limits of the ^ye books of Moses, 
were still under an obligation to believe in the doctrine of the resur- 
rection, although there might have been no other evidence for it than 
what the language of God to Moses — " / am /the God of Abraham, 
the God of Isaac, and of Jacob" — conveyed; in which that doctrine 
is only taught infereniially, and in which the argument that supports 
it rests upon the use of the verb "am;" which bears a reference to 
the present, in contrast to the past tense; suggesting the argument 
that, as God is not the God of the dead but of the living, so, although 
the bodies of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, had long since been con- 
signed to their original dust, yet as to their souls, they must have 
been alive in a state of glory at the time when God said, in the lan- 
guage of encouragement to Moses, " I am their God." Here, then, 
is one instance of our being under obligation to believe a most impor- 
tant doctrine, although taught only by inference. Alas ! alas ! this 
feeling of dissatisfaction at the amount of evidence which it has 
pleased the Holy Spirit to give in support of the Deity of Christ, too 
much resembles the spirit of those who, when the Saviour hung upon 
the cross, surrounded by every symptom of dereliction and dismay, ex- 
claimed, " If thou be the Son of God, come down from the cross, and 
we will believe thee." — But I now deny the position, that the Evange- 
lists^ M/iTTHEW, Mark, and Luke, did not plainly assert the doctrine 
of the Deity of Christ; and this I am warranted to do, after the amount 
of evidence from their writings which I yesterday advanced. 

I shall now proceed to make some remarks upon the passages of 
Scripture to which Mr. Porter referred yesterday. I have already 
said, that when he threw down his own building by the strange ad- 
mission to which I have already alluded, he came over to my side, 
and kindly commenced to build my house, before I had commenced 
to do so myself. And this he did, by quoting a number of passages 
which, as I shall show, are positive and affirmative proofs of the doc- 
trines which I hold; for they prove my first proposition — I refer you 
to the printed rules — directly and immediately, and they establish my 
second proposition indirectly and mediately. This position I shall 
illustrate by an examination of the texts which he advanced; viz. 

He first referred to Deut. vi. 4, " Hear, O Israel! the Lord, our 
God, is one Lord;" or " Jehovah, our Elohim, is one Jehovah." — This 
passage clearly proves my first proposition, which asserts " There is one 
God Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exclusion of the alleged 
Deity of every creature." — So that I feel indebted to Mr. Porter for 
proving my side of the question for me. But, this text indirectly 
supports my second proposition; for the words "our God," or "our 
Elohim," are in the plural number, which, I argue, is an indication of 
some sort of plurality being included in the nature of Deity. And if 
my doctrine, that Christ is " one God with the Father" is correct, 
then this peculiar phraseology is at once accounted for. 
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He next referred to Isa. xxxvii. 16 and 20; — verses irhicL at 
once prove the doctrine of the unity of Jehovah : which constitutes 
my Jirst proposition. But they also demonstrate indirectly my 
second proposition, relative to the true Deity of Christ: and this will 
be evident, when I show that the same divine titles and works, which 
in this passage are ascribed to Jehovah, are elsewhere ascribed to 
Christ; which 1 do by the following comparison ; viz. 



Isaiah xxxvii. 16, 20. 

O Lord of hosts, God of Israel, that 
dwellest between the cherubim; thou 
art the God, even thou alone, of all 
the kingdoms of the earth : thou hast 
made hea;fen and earth. • • • Now, 
therefore, O Lord our God, save us 
from his band, that all the kingdoms 
of the earth may know that thou art 
the Lord, even thou only. 



Similar attrUnties ascribed to Christ. 

By him were all things created that 
are in heaven, and that are in earth. 
— Col. i. 16. 

Thomas answered and said unto 
him, My Lord and my God.—JoHN 
XX. 28. 

I also will keep thee from the hour 
of temptation, which shall come upon 
all the world, to try them that dwell 
upon the earth. — Rev. iii. 10. 



The next passage which Mr. Porter referred to was Zech. xiv. 9, 
which also proves my first proposition directly, and my second indi- 
rectly; which will also be evident from the following comparison: 



Zech. xiv. 9. 

And the Lord shall be king over all 
the earth : in that day. shall there be 
one Lord, and his name one. 



Similar attributes ascribed to Christ. 

All power is given unto me in hea- 
ven and in earth. — Matt, zxviii. 18. 

And from Jesus Christ, who is * * 
the Prince of the kings of the earth. — 
Rev. 1. 5. 

* * And one Lord Jesus Christ, by 
whom are all things, and we by him. 
— 1 Cor. viii. 6, 

And as Mr. Porter has laid some stress upon the latter clause of 
this passage, " his name shall be one," I beg t6 remind him, that, if 
he understands these words in a strictly literal sense, they contain as 
valid an objection against the Deity of the Father as of the Son. 

He next referred to Neh. ix. 6, which also proves my first pro- 
position directly, and my second indirectly ; as will be evident from 
the following comparison; viz. 



Neh. ix. 6. 

Thou, even thou, art Lord alone: 
thou hast made heaven, the heaven of 
heavens, with all their host, the earth 
and all things that are therein, and 
thou preservest them all; and all the 
host of heaven worshippeth thee. 



SimUar declarations in reference to Christ. 

For by him were all things created 
that are in heaven, and that are in 
earth, visible and invisible, whether 
they be thrones, or dominions, or prin- 
cipalities, or powers: all things were 
created by him, and for him. And he 
is before all things, and by him all 
things consist. — Col. i. 16, 17. 

Upholding all things by the word 
of his power. — Heb. i. 3. 

Let all the angels of God worship 
hiiB. — Heb. i. 6. 
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He next adverted to Mark xii. 29, which also proves my first and 
second propositioDS in the same manner; as will also appear from 
the following comparison: 



Mask zii. 29. 

The fint of all the cosunaadmeBts 
is, Hear, O Israel! the Lord our God 

is one Lord {Kv^tog elg). 



A aimUar declaration Hiade m refareuce to Christ 

Bat to us there is but one God, the 
Father, of whom are all things, and 
we in him; and one Lord {sJg Kv^iog) 
Jesus Christ, bj whom are all things, 
and we by him. — 1 Coa. yiii. 6. 



He next adverted to Gal. iii. 20, " Now a mediator is not a media- 
tor of one; but God is one." I merely allude to his quotation of this 
passage, in order to remark what a proof it affords ox the superficial 
manner in which he must he in the habit of reading the Scriptures; 
for who that understood the spirit of the Apostles reasoning in the 
context of this passage, would think of producing it as a proof of the 
simple unity of the divine nature? I shall merely paraphrase this 
text, which will at once show how irrelevant it is to the subject of our 
discussion : " Now the very idea of mediation necessarily implies 
the existence of more parties than one; but in the Christian scheme 
of mediation, the Divine Being is one of the parties concerned." 

I shall now direct my attention to those proofs which Mr. Porter 
advanced in support of the Deity of the Father exclusively, I must 
request you, however, to remark attentively, that he is bound by the 
terms of his first proposition, not merely to prove that the Father is 
the only true God, but that the Father only is the only true God. I 
repeat this remark as being of the first importance to our subject : he 
is bound not merely to prove the exclusive Deity of the Father, but 
the exclusive Deity of the Father exclusively. And it will appear 
evident, after an inspection of the arguments he has advanced, that 
he has completely failed in making out his case as stated in his first 
proposition. 

lie first referred to Matt, xxiii. 9, " Call no man your Father 
upon the earth; for one is your Father which is in heaven." — I reply, 
that the Father personally is not exclusively referred to herej the 
words "your Father," evidently mean your Creator ; for any one who 
has read the Scriptures with ordinary attention must be aware that the 
title of Father is frequently given to the Divine Being in the sense 
of Creator, as in Mal. ii. 10, "Have we not all one Father? hath 
not one God created us ?" — And, iu this sense, I maintain that Christ 
is included in the designation of "Father" in this passage; for he is 
the Creator and Preserver of all things (Col. i. 16, 17); and, at 
the time when he pronounced these words, he was in heaven as to 
his divine nature, though in his human nature he was on the earth ; for 
he says, in John iii. 13, " No man hath ascended up to heaven, but 
he that came down from, heaven, even the Son of man, which is 
in heaven,** 

The next passage to which he referred, as a proof of the exclusive 
Deity of the Father, was Matt. x. 29, "Are not two sparrows sold 
lor a farthing, and one of them cannot fall to the ground without 
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your Father.'* — But here, also> the term Father is eTidently used iu 
the sense of preserver, as a designation of the Divine ^eing. Mr. 
•Porter> in the course of his reniarks upon this text, challenged me 
to produce a similar declaration, in reference to the Son : I readily 
accept the challenge, and shall refer him to a far stronger, and more 
emphatic declaration of the providential superintendence of Christ; 
in which he is described as preserving, not merely two sparrows, 
but all created things; for " he upholds all things by the word of 
his power,'* Heb. i. 3. 

The next passage to which Mr. Porter referred was Luke x. 21 : 
'^ I thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast 
hid these things from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them 
unto babes.'' — This text distinctly proves the Deity of the Father; 
for it ascribes to him the title of " Lord of heaven and earth," — 
represents him as the object of worship, and as the author of revela- 
tion. But in Gal. i. 12, the same divine work is ascribed to the 
Son: '< For I neither received it (i,e, the gospel) of man, neither was 
I taught it but by the revelation of Jesus Christ." — So that, as the 
same divine work, which in Luke x. 21 is ascribed to the Father, is 
in Gal. i. 12 ascribed to the Son, I infer that Father and Son are 
one God. 

The next quotation was from 1 Cor- viii. 4? — 6 : " As concern- 
ing, therefore, the eating of those things which are offered in sacrifice 
unto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world, and that 
there is none other God but one: for though there be that are called 
gods, whether in heaven or in earth (as there be gods many, and 
lords many); but to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom 
are all things, and we in him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom 
are all things, and we by him.** — Upon this passage, I beg to make 
the following remarks: 

(1.) The God of the Christian is here placed in direct and ex- 
pressed contrast, not to a plurality of persons in his own nature, but 
to a plurality of false gods, whom the heathen worshipped. 

(2.) The '< one God," in ver. 6, is not placed in opposition to the 
Godship of Christ, who is elsewhere frequently styled God (as in 
£oM. ix. 5), any more than the expression *' one Lord" is placed in 
opposition to the Lordship of the Father, who is elsewhere frequently 
styled Lord (as in Mark xii. 29). The Father and the Son are 
'* one God," as the Son and the Father are *' one Lord ;" or else 
there are two Lords and two Gods. 

(3.) It is asserted of both the '< one God," and the " one Lord," 
in this passage, that they are equally the Creator and Preserver of 
all things: of the former it is said, ** of whom are all things, and we 
in him;" and, of the latter, "by whom are all things, and we by 
lum." 

^ (4.) As the Apostle speaks of the objects of idolatrous wor- 
ship, under the general designation of " those that are called gods," 
and then subdivides them into two species, of " gods many, and 
lords many;" it is evident that the "lords many" are, equally with 
the "gods many," included in the more general designation of 
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those that are <' called gods." But there is a perfect parallelism 
between the fifth and sixth verses, from which I infer that the " one 
Lord Jesus Christ" is, equally with the " one God the Father," 
included in the more general declaration at the commencemeut of 
the 6th verse: ** But to us there is but one God." 

(5.) The -last remark is based upon the supposition that the " one 
God the Father *' refers to the Father personally (or the first person 
of the Trinity); but I am rather disposed to think, that the word 
*' Father" is used in this passage in a more extended sense, as a 
general designation of the Divine Being, in the sense of Creator and 
Preserver of all things. And this I argue, from the explanation of 
the term which is immediately added, '* the Father, of whom are all 
things" In this view, therefore, of the passage, the ** one God, the 
Father, of whom are all things," includes Christ in his divine nature,- 
by whom all things were created, and by whom all things consist; 
and the '< one Lord Jesus Christ," in that case, involves a reference; 
to him in another capacity, as Mediator, and Head over all things 
to his church. 

(6.) Those who deny the Deity of Christ, and argue for the 
Deity of the Father only^ are bound to account for the Apostle's con- 
trasHng the Lord Jesus Christ with ihe false Deities of the Heathen ; 
for why do so, unless he possessed true Deity? On their principles, 
the person contrasted with the gods many and lords many of the 
Heathen, should have been the Father only; for why mention an- 
other person, if the Father only possessed true Deity ? 

(7.) This passage is valuable to my cause, as giving a meaning 
to the term Kv^iog, so frequently applied to Christ. The Apostle 
undoubtedly uses Ku^/o/ (in ver. 5) as a classification or species of 
Bih in the preceding part of the verse. Kvoiog (in English, Lord) 
implies dominion or authority, and is given to Christ about a thousand 
times in the New Testament. Throughout the Septuagint it is used 

as the translation of the Hebrew word nin^ (Jehovah.) Ku^/o/ 

T : 

exactly corresponds with the Baalim of the Phoenicians. It is a 
word, however, which adnnits of great latitude in its application ; 
but in this passage, as well as in others, we have plain evidence of 
its being applied to Christ in the highest sense, not merely from the 
reasons before stated, but also from the declaration, ** by whom are 
ail things," being connected with it ; for this phrase is used in Rom. 
xi. 36, and in Heb. ii. 10, to designate God as the originating cause 
of all things, as is evident from a reference to the original of the 
three passages, in all of which the same preposition, d/a, occurs. 

The next passage to which Mr. Porter alluded was 1 Tim. ii. 5 : 
" There is one God, and one Mediator between God and men, the 
man Christ Jesus." — Upon this text I remark, that the, former clause 
proves my first proposition ; and the latter clause proves that part of 
my second proposition, which asserts that Christ is MediaPtor : but 
it has no reference to '* his highest capacity, nature, or condition ;" 
for it contains internal evidence of its referring to him in reference 
to his official person. But why should Mr. Porter have quoted this 
text, unless he acknowledges himself to be a Humanitarian? for it 
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tifeiys nothing of Chmt as an angelic or mnpetrngtltc being, but t!mp)/ 
speaks of him as ** the man Christ Jesus." 

Mr. Porter then referred to Mark xifi. 8S : ** But of that day 
and that hour knoweth no nan^ no, not the angels which ar6 in 
heaven ; neither eh6 Sofi^ but the Father.*-^! sftiall, howevefi decline 
replying to his argument ffrom this text^ until he shall answer a ques^ 
tion which I shall propose to him ; for 1 wish t6 imitate the plan 
which our Saviour adopted, in order to meet the- captious questions 
which were proposed to him in the days of his flesh» The question 
I propose to him is this, How does he reconcile with the omnisciebee 
of the Father the declaration, in reference to Christ, contained in 
Rev. xix. 12 : >* He had a name written that no man (or, in the 
Greek, no one, obdeig) knew» but he himself?" Here, it is expressly 
asserted, that no one knew the name which Christ bore, but Christ 
himself. Now, I should be glad to know how Mr. Porter will recon- 
cile tliis strong'^declaration with the omniscience of the Father. I 
leave the question with him, in order to obtain from him a solution 
of the difficulty it presents ; and as soon as he shall give it, I shall 
then reconcile the declaration contained in Mabk xiii. 32, with the 
omniscience of the Son* 

I find that my time is nearly expired. I call upon Mr. Porter, 
then, to state distinctly and explicitly to this meeting, what ara his 
potiiive and affirmative views in reference to the person of Christ ; 
1 call upon him to state, whether he considers him to be a mere 
man, or an angelic or superangelic being, manifested in a human 
form ; I call upon him to state to what precise grade and classifica- 
tion of crtoted beings he considers him to belong; and I call upon 
him to give his direct and positive ai^uments for what he has asserted 
in his second proposition, that Christ, in his highest capacity, nature, 
er conditibn, t« a created beings I again call npoo Mr. Porter to 
produce thfe text or texts in which he considers that Christ is, ib 
Terence to his highest capacity, nature^ or condition, designated ^ 
creature^ 



Ma. PORTER.— Mr. Ba^ot has spoken of the support which I 
have lent to the first of his propositions; which is, that ** There is one 
God, Jehovah, who is God only, to the entire exdlusion of the alleged 
godhead of every creature.** I now beg leave to ask him — as, by the 
regulations of this discussion, I am authorized to do — What he under- 
stands by the " Oke Gop, Jehovah, who is God only^** Does he 
mean, ** God the Father P*' or does he mean, " God^ thb father^ Son, 
dnd Holy Ghost P" 

Mr. 6AG0T.^^I mean to express by the term Jehovah, as used 
in my first proposition, precisely the Jehovah who is revealed to us 
in the Bib}& 

Mr. porter — My friends, you will be able, from the aniiwer 
I have just receiied to a plain and simple question put to Mr. 
Bagot,--^ question whidiy as a scholar and a clergyman^ be ought 

H 
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to be able to answer without doubt, hesitation, or difficulty,- 
question, however, to which he gave no answer at all ; for he ex- 
plained nothing— *-he defined nothing; but left the subject exactly 
as it stood before the question was put; — you will be able, I 
stty, to judge from the answer which he gave to a plain question, 
whether the charge which I yesterday advanced against him, of 
shrinking from the defence of the Trinity, be correct or not. I say, 
that in that answer, he shrunk again from the avowal of his principles 
as a Trinitarian ; and, like the persons of whom the poet speaks^ 
« he paltered with us in a double sense." 

He kept the word of promise to the ear. 
But broke it to oar hope ! 

For my own part, I should be ashamed of myself, and of the 
situation which I occupy in the church of Christ, and I should blush 
for those persons who have put me into the station which I hold, if 
I were capable of giving an answer such as that given in reply to 
my question, concerning the person of the Deity who is the object 
of my worship. You will be able to judge, from the specimen now 
presented, whether it is Mr. Bagot or myself that speaks openly, 
plainly, directly, and intelligibly ! You will be able to judge which 
of us advocates those principles which dread not investigation. You 
will be able to judge which of us advocates a cause that is plain and 
intelligible — a cause such that the more it is examined, the more 
clearly its beauty and its excellence are seen; and the more its evi- 
dences are weighed, the more convincing, palpable, and satisfactory, 
they appear. 

I shall now take notice o£ some remarks which Mr. Bagot has 
made upon my address of yesterday; and I must express my regret that, 
as a foundation for those remarks, he has adduced expressions, and 
attributed them to me, which I never used — which I absolutely dis- 
claim — which, in the presence of upwards of two hundred witnesses,- 
I absolutely disavow. He attributed to me expressions which, had 
I really uttered them, would have proved me to be equally destitute 
of integrity and discretion, both as a minister and as a man. He 
attributed to me the expression, that the original Scriptures are 
mutilated, interpolated, and grossly corrupted. I never made use of 
any such expression ! I said that the copy of the original from 
which King James' version was made, was mutilated, interpolated, 
and grossly corrupted. I say this again, and can prove it : but to 
say, that the origmal Scriptures are so, is a thing of which I never 
dreamed ; and the reason is, that I consider the original from which 
King James' version was executed, so far as it was mutilated and 
interpolated, is not Scripture, but a gross imposture foisted in upon 
us in the place of Scripture. 

But it well becomes Mr. Bagot to stand up for the perfect in- 
tegrity of the text from which King James' tranislation was made. 
He knows how to turn its defects to good account. He did not 
think it beneath him to bring forward, in support of the statement 
of his doctrine, a text to which every word that I uttered is appli- 
cable;— I mean 1 Johk v. 7. Let Mr, Bagot, after this, ulk about 
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^he i&tttilation^ interpolation^ and corruption of the Scriptures, as lie 
pleases; but depend upon it, the less he says upon the subject, the 
oetter for himseif. 

You will remember the exclamation of Mr, Bagot, when he asked, 
" What sort of faith must that man have, who describes the original 
of the Scriptures, as mutilated, interpolated, and grossly corrupted!" 
I can only say, — ^if the question refers to me, — ^mine is not the faith, 
which would induce me to attribute to another, expressions which 
were never used! Mine is not the faith, which would induce me to 
quote, as an authority, a gross interpolation of Sacred Scripture! 
Mine is not the faith, which depends on secrecy and silence, when a 
declaration is required respecting an important doctrine ! 

I might now proceed to analyse those quibbling arguments, and 
petty sophisms, to which Mr. Bagot has had recourse, in order to obvi- 
.ate Uie plain meaning of those strong texts which I yesterday advanced. 
I put it to you, as persons of intelligence and education, — as may be 
presumed from the station in life which you appear to occupy ; — I 
put it to you, as persons whose presence here shows that you are in 
some degree concerned for the progress of religious truth; — I put it 
to you, as persons who frequent those places in whiph the word of 
God is dispensed, and who are in the habit of reading those works 
in which statements in support of peculiar doctrines are brought for- 
ward; — I put it to you all, if you ever heard of a specimen of sophis- 
try so perfect, as that just aflbrded by Mr. Bagot's comment on 
1 Cor. viii. 6. I never, in all my life, witnessed such paring down oi 
Scripture; or such quibbling, in order to get rid of the plain mean- 
ing of a plain text 

To follow Mr. Bagot in all his quotations and explanations, 
would occupy a considerable portion of that time, which, in justice 
to my cause, I feel bound to employ in setting forth the direct testi- 
mony in its favour. I will not, then, be led away by Mr. Bagot. I 
will not follow him in all the wanderings of his tortuous labyrinth. 
I will go on in the path of Scripture; — that plain road, in which the 
wayfaring man, though a fool, cannot err. 

Mr. Bagot has paid me some compliments, for the pains I have ta- 
ken in proving for him his first proposition. I accept them willingly. 
I feel that I have deserved Uiem. I did take some pains to prove his 
first proposition. And why ? Just because his first proposition is 
also mine ! Just because it is plain and simple Unitarianism ! — I 
shall now proceed to strengthen it by other proofs ; and I shall first 
adduce some — 

TEXTS OF SCRIPTURE, DIRECTLY PROVING THE UNITY OF GOD, TO 
THE EXPRESS EXCLUSION OF ALL OTHER PERSONS AND BEINGS. 

These I shall state in such a manner, that, if you have your Bibles 
here, as you ought to have, and as I hope you have, you will be able 
to follow me in my references, and to judge whether the conclusions 
which I draw, are well-founded or not. In this, I am not exactly 
following Mr. Bagot s example: but I prefer taking my own course^ 
I refer you, then, to — 
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fixoiBw ijc. 14 1 wiij at thjui Him^ Mud all my pU^es apon tJUim heart, and 
apon tbyaeirao^ and upon thy pooplb; Uuit ttioa mayeat know the as la 
xoaa LIKE liE in all the earth. 

And if Ui9ra i>e iione ip all t)ia earth; then 19 tbere none in al) the 
juaiven^, lil^a nn\o Jehoyal^. Agaipj-^ 

EaOD. XT. 11. Who k like unto thee, 6 Loan (Jehoyah), among the gods? 
Who w uxs theb, gloriaas in holincaa, feaifol in piaiaes, doing wonders? 

There are that are called gods, in an inferior sense; hut Moses and 
the children of Israel ask. Who is, as Jehovah is, in the highest and 
all-perfect sense^ ** glorious in holiness, fearful in praises, doing won- 
ders?* 

Deut. iii. 24 O Loud God, • t what go^ is there In hearen or in earth 
that can do according to thy works? 

The word Lord is, in the original, Jehovah. The words which I 
have omitted, will he found not to be necessary to the connexion, ip 
reference to this aaliject. 

PgALM iKzxix. 6, Who in the hearens can he compared nnto the Loan? who 
among ^ sons of the mighty oan he likened onto the Loan? * * [8.3 U Lord 
€K)d of hostSy who is a strong Loan like nnto tbae, or to thy faithfulness round 
about thee? 

This partionlarity may appear tedious; but it is necessary, in order 
to do justice to my cause, not onlv that I should bring befime you 
aome plain texts, but that I should show tliat the Scriptures abound 
with them. It is on the quantity, as well as the directness of the tes- 
timony that I rely ; the force of which cannot be done away with by 
any wire-drawn deductions, or fine-spun inferences. I do not deal 
in such arguments. I am supporting plain doctrines, by plain texts. 
My next class of proofs consists o^ 

PASSAGES Wmcm BYINCE that the father is the one. BBrNG 
WBO 18 ASSERTED TO BE OOO ALONE, TO THE EXCLUSION OP ALL 
OTHERS« 

I turn to — 

Jee. xxxi. 7. Thus saith the Lord, * * [9.] * * I am a Father to Israel, 
and Ephraim is my first-bom. ' 

Mal. ii. 10. Have we not all one Father? hath nut one God created us? 

John tIiI. 41. We are not bom of fornication. We haye ovs Father, 
^ven God! 

I bring this passage forward, to prove that the Jewish people con^ 
sidered the Father to be the only true Deity; — an idea which Christ 
himself never corrected. Where, I ask, did our Lord, in his public 
teaching, correct the inppression, if erroneous P and why, if it were 
erroneous, did he sanction the mistake P The words of the Jews to 
pur Lord were, as xi^e hav^ seen : " We ar^ not barn of formcatiom: 
we havp One Father, evet^ God" Christ, as I have stated, never con- 
tradicted the opinion of the Jewish people. On the contrary, in that 
beautiful address, pommoDly called the Sermon on the Mount, as 
contained in the 5th, 6th, and 7th chapters of Matthew's Gospel, he 
says, as a motive to the forgiveness of injuries. 
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Ml TV. T. 45. That ye may be the ebSldrekiof yonr Fivenili wbo it in heaven i 
tot be maketli bis sim to rise upon the ejdl ana the good, and sendeth rain 
upon the jost and upon the nsguet 

Another proofs that our Saviour represented the Father ajone as true 
God^ occurs in the same address^ as recorded ia — 

Matt. y\. 26. Behold the fowU of the air: for tbey sow not, neither do they 
-reap, nor g^tber into barns; yet your heayenly Father feedeth them. Are 
ye not much better than they? • * [2^.] And why take ye thought for raiment? 
Consider the lilies of the field how they grow. * • Wherefore, if Oon ao elothe 
the grass of the field, which to-day is, and to-morrow is cast into the oven, will 
he not much more clothe you? 

Here, again, he identifies the terms God and Father; intimating 
clearly, that they express exactly the same th\ng, and are coexten- 
sive in signification. 

Luke xii. 30 — 32. These things do the nations of the world seek after, and 
your Father knoweth that ye have need of thes^ things. But seek ye the 
kingdom of God, and all these things shall be added unto.vou* Fear not, little 
flock; for it is your Father's good pleasure to give you the kingdom! 

Observe, again, the manner in which the two terms, God and Fatbbr« 
are used as interchangeable, and as having precisely the same mean- 
ing, i am endeavouring, on purpose, to read theee tei^ts as slowly 
as I can. I have nothing to hope from concealment; nor am I de«- 
sirous of running away from you, from my opponent, or from my 
argument. Loo^ again to — 

John i?. 23, 24. The true worshippers shall worship the Fathek in spirit 
and in truth; for the Father seeketh such to woisbip him. Gop is a spirit; 
and tbey that worship him, must worship him in spirit and in truth. 

It vexeth me to know, that such is the perversity of the human 
mind, that, in despite of the plainest declarations of Christ himself, 
contained in the word of God, the vast majority of his professing 
followers continue to offer up adoration to beings whose worship he 
never sanctioned, in direct violation of his own positive and repeated 
mandates. I find no where in Scripture, the worship of " G^d the 
Son, Redeemer of the world" I find no where in Scripture, that I 
am to worship *' God the Holy Ghost, proceeding from the Father tuid 
the Son" I find no where in Scripture, directions to worship what is 
called the " Holy, blessed, and glorious Trinity, three persons, and One 
God!" But 1 find plain and repeated injunctions, to worship One 
God and Father of all; and not least plain in the passage to 
which I now refer. Others may worship those whom they may think 
worthy of adoration; but " the true worshippers shall worship the 
Father in spirit and in truth; for such the Father seeketh to 
worship him." 

John vi. 46, 46. It is written in the prophets, And they shall be all taughi 
of God. Every man therefore that hath heard and learned of the Father; 
Cometh unto me. Not that any man hath seen the Father, save be who is 
of God; be hath seen the Father. 

This quotation proves, that our Lord applies the term God and 
Father indiscriminately, to express exactly the same idea; and that; 
in his language, the two nouns are perfectly coextensive. And this 
is also intimated by the Apostle James in — 
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JiMKS K 97. Pore religion and ondefiled, before God, even thb Fathbr, 
Is this; — and also in Jamks i. 17: Every good gift, and ererj perfect gift, h 
from above; and oometh down from thb Fathsb of liobts; with whom is 
no variableneesy neither shadow of taming. 

Mr. Bagot, I hope, is satisfied with the farther aid which I am 
lending him to estaolish his first proposition. I venture to afiirm, 
that I have placed it on an immoveable basis ; whence he himself 
with all his qaibbles, and all his sophistry^ will not be able to shake 
it down ! 

I shall now direct you to some— 

PASSAGES WHEREIN THE ONE GOD IS EXPRESSLY DISTINGUISHED 
FROM OUR LORD JESUS CHRIST, IN SUCH A MANNER, THAT THE 
ALLEGED DEITY OF THE LATTER IS ENTIRELY EXCLUDED. 

I yesterday quoted Mark x. 18, and I Tim. ii. 5, with some other 
texts, in support of this position. I shall now give you a few more 
passages, which doubtless Mr. Bagot will find as much to his purpose, 
as those already referred to. 

Matt. xxiv. 36. Of that day and boor knoweth no man : no, not the angels 
of heaven; but mt Father only. 

The phrase, " my Father only' — showing that the person to whom 
the knowledge of the day alluded to was confined, was the Father of 
our Lord JestLS- Christ — would, of itself, be sufficient to. establish his 
exclusion from that knowledge, and consequently from Deity. But, 
to make assurance doubly sure, we read in the parallel passage : 

Mark xiii. 32. Of that day and that hour knoweth no man: no, not the 
angels which are in heaven: neiiher the Son; but thb Father! 

Great, tlien, as was the knowledge vouchsafed to Christ, for the 
purposes of Divine Providence, — and abundantly as he was qualified 
for the objects of his mission, by the wisdom and the grace which 
were bestowed upon him, — there were, it appears, some things which 
he did not know; as he elsewhere expressly says, there were some 
things which he could not do. Whether this deficiency in wisdom and 
power is consistent with his supposed proper Deity, 1 leave it to the 
judgment of candid minds to determine. I put it to every one of 
you, — I put it to every honest and unprejudiced understanding, 
that is capable of forming an opinion on the subject, — ^whether this 
deficiency in knowledge be not proved by the passage in. Mark 
xiii. 32. 

It is if no consequence whether the day here spoken of, be the 
day of judgment, or that of his coming to destroy Jerusalem. It is 
no matter what the particular day and hour may have been : Christ 
says, there was a day and an hour of which he was ignorant. The 
inference against his proper Deity is plain and obvious. 

This text has long puzzled the assertors of die doctrine of the " Pro- 
per Deity of the Word; " and many have been the quibbles, and many 
the sophisms, and abundant the wire-drawn deductions, to which they 
have had recourse, in order to evade the force of this plain declara-* 
tion. Some have told us, that our Lord spoke these words, not in 
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his divine, but in his human nature ; au4 that the time of this event; 
though unknown to him as man, was perfectly well known to him as 
God. Other Trinitarians — aq^ng whom is Dr. Wardl^w — have 
perceived that this supposition is^., perfectly inconsistent with the lan- 
guage of Christ himself, — who does not once allude to any distinction 
between his divine and human natures; but, as reported by Matthew, 
uses the phrase, " the Father only" which tacitly excludes himself 
from the knowledge, as the words in Mark do expressly, — and who 
positively confines the possession of it solely to the Father. How, 
then, does Dr. Wardlaw get over the difficulty? He says, that 
Christ, as God, knew the time (as undoubtedly he must have known 
it, if he were really God); but that he was ignorant of it in his me- 
diatorial capacity: that is to say, it was not one of those things 
which, as Mediator, he was commissioned to teach. Let us see how 
this criticism applies to the text. " Of that day and that hour know- 
eth no man," says our Saviour; that is to say, according to this hy- 
pothesis, — no man has been commissioned to reveal it, " No," adds 
our Lord, " not the angels which are in heaven;" that is, the angels 
have not been commissioned to teach it. " Neither the Son," conti- 
nues our Ss^viour; which means that the Son has not been commis- 
sioned to reveal it. " But the Father;" which, on the explanation 
of Dr. Wardlaw, can only mean, that the Father has been com^ 
missioned to declare that day ! And by whom was he commissioned ? 
Who gave his commission to the Father of all P Let this question 
be answered. But it will not; for it cannot I — Others again tell us, 
that the word " know "* is to be taken in a peculiar sense — that it 
means " to make known." Let us try this explanation also : " Of 
that day and hour knoweth no man;" that is, no man maketh it 
known; no, nor do "the angels in heaven" make it known; nor 
does " the Sion" make it known ; " but the Father" makes it known — 
And where has he given any information on the subject? Let that 
question be answered. It will not; for it cannot! Besides, as Pro- 
fessor Stuart of Andover observes, although the verb 7'*y^a^*tt some- 
times has the signification of declaring as well as of knotving; yet, in 
this passage, the verb is tSih a derivative from tSie*, a distinct verb, 
which never occurs in this sense. Now, Mr. Stuart is professor in 
a Calvinistic seminary, and his tract on the Deity of Christ was re- 
published in this town in 1825; so that it can readily be determined, 
whether I am correct or not in the statement of his opinion. I'o 
state these quibbles, is to refute them. 
I The last passage which I shall adduce on this occasion, is — 

Acts ir. 24. And when [the Apostles] heard that, they lifted ap their voice 
to God with one accord, and said: Lord, thou art Gool. * * [29.] And now, 
Lord, * * grant • * [30] that signs and wonders may be done by the name of 
thy holy child Jesiu. 

The God to whom they prayed was . the being, of whom Jesus was 
the holy child; that is to say, God the Father. 

* * 

I have now but a short time unexpired, and I shall employ it to 
make one remark upon an allusion of Mr. Bagot s, which I intended 
to notice before this; but, my mind being more occupied witli the 
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lang^uage of Scriptare than with his, it escaped my memoiy at the 
time. He asked, *' How can I reconcile it to my conscience, to em- 
ploy and read in public worship, a Tersion of the Scriptures, which"* 
not " I " alone — ^bat also Bishop Lowth and Dr. J. Pye Smith — 
" have stated, ahoonds with gross and numberless errors? " To this 
Question I answei^^that when any of those errors occur in the course of 
tiie lessobs which I read, I correct them as I go on. I cannot help 
tfiaHkibg Mr. Bagot, for hitf allusion to the situation which I hold as 
minister of a church in vihich I am not fettered by any ecclesiastical 
regulations, to prevent me from using any version that I may prefer, 
or making any alterations in it that may be necessary, in order to 
make the translation agree with the divine original. This was a 
most unfortunatie allusion for Mr. Bagot; for it reminds us, that he 
belongs to a church, according to whose rules, he must not presume 
to refuse to read the version which is enjoined by superior authority, 
no matter what may be his opinion of its merit. Though it appear 
to his own mind ever so mistaken, — though it be, in fact, ever so 
erroneous, he must not take it upon him to alter one word. Litera 
scripla manell He must read it ! 



Mr. bagot. — Before I proceed with my regular course of ar- 
gument, T am anxious, with feelings of the purest couHesy and kind- 
ness, to make a remark, in reference to some expressions which 
Mr. Porter has repeatedly used since the commencement of this 
discussion. He has been pleased to designate my at'guments as 
wire-drawn quibbles and petty sophistries: I beg simply to state to 
Mr. Porter, and to this meeting, that I, at least, do not bold his 
intellectual powers in sdch supreme contempt^ as to describe the 
arguments which he has advanced, by the epithets of ** wire-drawn 
quibbles and petty sophistries." 

Mr. Porter has found fault with the observations which I felt it 
my duty to make, in reference to the terms in which he described 
the original manuscripts of Scripture. He has told you, that he 
only alluded to M.SS. from which King James's translation was 
made, and not to the original of Scripture itself. But dre not thin 
audience aware, that Mr, Porter has not the oripnal of Scripture 
within his reach; that the autographs of the Sacred Writers are in 
the possession of none ; and that we must, therefore, be satisfied with 
the best copy which we can obtain, by a careful revision and collation 
of the several manuscripts to which we have access P And Mr. Porter 
has failed to prove that the original, from which King James s trans-* 
lation was made, ''was mutilat^, interpolated, and otherwise grossly 
corrupted." 

My commentary and remarks upon 1 Cor. viii. 4 — 6, have been 
met by a vagtie and general assertion, that I have been dealing in 
petty sophistries and quibbles. Let Mr. Porter substantiate the cor- 
rectness of what he asserts. 

Before I proceed further, I wish to produce a few more proofs in 
support of my first proposition, which says, '^ Thero is one God, 
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Jehovah^ who is GqcI alone^ to the entire exclusion ot the alleged 
godhead of every creature." These additional proofs you will find 
in £xoD. IK. 14; XV. 11 ; Deut. iii. 24; Psalm Ixxxix. 6^8; Mal. 
ii. 10 ; John viii. 41. In his remarks upon this last passage, Mr. 
Porter argued, that the Jews considered the Father exclusively to he 
the true God ; and inferred the correctness of their views from the 
fact, that Christ never reproved them as guilty of a misapprehensiou 
in this particular. Now, in reply to this, I beg to say, that I would 
just as soon rely upon the authority of Mr. Porter, as upon the 
authority of the Jews ; for, in fact, it is of no consequence to either 
side of the argument, whether the Jews recognised the Deity of 
Ohrist or not ; because, as they did not recognise his Messiaship^ 
such a principle of reasoning would prove more than Mr. Porter 
would be willing to allow: it would go the length of proving, that he 
was not the promised Messias. And as to the assertion, that Christ 
never corrected the erroneous views which his countrymen according 
to the flesh entertained of his person, it is not borne out by fact ; as 
the Saviour did, on many occasions, give plain intimations of the 
Divinity of his person. He did not, indeed, in plain and unqualified 
terms, declare, in so many words, that he was " the God of heaven 
and earth ;" but he supplied the premises from which an intel- 
ligent mind could draw the conclusion, that whilst he was perfect 
man, he was also perfect God. He did not, I say, on all occasions, 
openly and publidy appear in the streets of Jerusalem, proclaiming 
himself, in the presence of the Jews, as the God of heaven and earth. 
He knew that there were many things which he had to communicate 
to the people, which they could not yet bear. He knew that his chief 
employment, whilst upon earth, was to glorify the Father, and that, 
when he had completed that work, the Father would send the Spirit 
to glorify his Son ; and, accordingly, we find the Spirit glorifying 
Christ as divine, by inspiring Paul to declare, that be is over all, 
blessed for evermore — that by him all things were created that are 
in heaven aud that are in earth, and that by him all things consist; 
and by testifying, as the beloved Apostle declared, that he is " the 
true God and eternal life ;" and by several other declarations of the 
Saviours Deity, which I advanced in argument yesterday, and to 
which Mr. Porter has not, in a single instance, replied. And do you 
ask the reason why Chri^ did not thus directly announce his Deity P 
The answer is easy. To do so would have frustrated the grand object 
of his mission ; for " had his countrymen known him, they would not 
have crucified the Lord of glory." But it was arranged in the coun- 
cils of heaven, before the sun disclosed, by his new-boril splendour, 
the loveliness and beauty of this terrestrial creation, that the Saviour 
shotdd be delivered, by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of 
God, into wicked hands, to be crucified and slain ; that thereby he 
might make his soul an ofiTering for sin, his body a sacrifice for 
transgression ; in order that, by virtue of such an atonement, God 
might display himself to the intelligent creation as just, and as the 
justifier of the ungodly that believeth in Jesus. 

You will find another proof of my first proposition in Matt. 
vi. 26, 28, and 30. — I wish to make a remark upon the principle of 
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reasoning which Mr. Porter applied to this passage of Scripture. He 
compared the 26th verse, in which it is said, that the " Father feedeth 
the fowls of the air/' with the 30th verse, in which the same work of 
providence is attributed to " God;** and from a comparison of the 
two, he inferred the Deity of the Father. Now, Mr. Porter s use of 
this principle recognises and sanctions my mode of reasoning yester- 
day, in proving the Deity of the Son. I quoted many passages in 
which divine works and prerogatives are ascribed to God, and com- 
pared them with others in which tlie very same divine works and 
prert)gatives are ascribed to Christ, and thence inferred the true Deity 
of Christ ; and I have now the judgment of Mr. Porter, giving a clear 
decision in favour of the legitimacy of this plan of reasoning. 

Mr. Porter advanced Luke x. 21, as a proof of the true Deity 
of the Father. I again say, that I fully admit the validity of his 
reasoning from tfiis and other passages, which he has quoted as 
proofs of the Deity of the Father. For do you suppose that it is 
necessary for me to deny the Deity of the Father, as preliminary and 
preparatory to proving the Deity of the Son? I assume and hold the 
Deity of the Father: it still remains with Mr. Porter to advance his 
proofs, that the Father exclusively is God. 

The next passage to which he referred was John iv. 23, 24: 
" The hour cometh, and now is, when the true worshippers shall 
worship the Father in spirit and in truth ; for the Father seeketh such 
to worship him. God is a spirit; and they that worship him must 
worship him in spirit and in truth." — In the course of his remarks 
•upon this passage, Mr. Porter asked if I could produce a similar 
declaration in reference to the Son. I answer at once, that I will 
produce a passage which, upon his principles, is of infinitely higher 
authority. He believes that Christ is a created being, however high 
he may regard him in capacity, nature, or knowledge; and that the 
Father exclusively is the one uncreated God : in his estimation, 
therefore, the authority of the Father must be infinitely more binding 
than that of the Sou, who speaks, in the above announcement, to the 
woman of Samaria; but the Father has recorded his inviolable com- 
mand, in reference to the Son, in Heb. i. 6, " Let all the angels of 
God worship him" {T^M-»vvriir»rc»ir»v avr^). In reply to Mr. Porter's addi- 
tional remarks upon this passage, I beg to remind him, that Christ 
does not say, that the " true worshippers shall wors)iip the Father 
only" — The word " only" does not occur in the passage. In fact, 
this text defines part of the Christian doctrine, in reference to 
Christian worship, but not all; and Mr. Porter, by supposing 
that it does reveal the whole mind of the Spirit, in reference to the 
object of worship, casts, by anticipation, a charge of idolatry upon 
the dying prayer of Stephen, which he oflfered up when full of the 
Holy Ghost; and upon the conduct of Paul, in thrice praying to 
Christ, as recorded in 2 Cor. xii. 8. He even casts an imputation of 
teaching idolatry against the Father himself, when he said, " Let all 
the angels of God worship the Son;" and he stamps the im- 
press of blasphemous idolatry upon the very angels themselves; for 
they are represented in Scripture, as worshipping Christ; as is evi- 
dent from fsA. vi. 1—3, compared with John xii. 41, which proves. 
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that the Prophet spoke of Christ: and if any more proof be desired, 
I refer to Rev. v. 14, where the four and twenty elders are repre- 
sented as worshipping God and the Lamb. 

Mr. Porter next referred to John vi. 45, 46, and argued that 
because the terms "God" and " Father" are indifferently used to 
express the same person in these two verses, that, therefore, the 
Father is God. I admit, at once, the conclusiveness of the reasoning 
as proving the Deity of the Father. 

Mr. Porter next advanced some passages, in which he asserted, 
that God the Father was spoken of so distinctly from Christ, as 
necessarily to prove the Deity of the Father exclusively, and to con- 
tradict altogether the Deity of the Son. Now, in reply to this argu- 
ment, I shall advance some texts in which the Father is spoken of 
$0 distinctly from God, as, if this principle of reasoning were valid, 
would prove that the Father is not God. For instance, in Gal. i. 4, 
we read, "according to the will of God and our Father" (rod ©soy 
xai Uar^hg rif^uv); in Phil. iv. 20, " Now unto God and our Father" 
(ruj Se 0gw xa/ Uar^i V/^uv); in CoL. iii. 17, "Giving thanks to God 
and the Father" (sv^a^Kfrovvrsi rw &suj na) Ilar^/); in 1 Thess. i. 3, 
"In the sight of God and pur Father" (sfMr^otrhv rov ©sou xat Tlar^bg 
9jfJt»S}v)i in 1 Thess. iii. 11, "Now God himself awrf our Father" (aWj 
ds 6 <5>shg xa/ Tlar^^ h[J*^^)\ and in James i. 27, " Before God and the 
Father" (jira^a. rw ©gw xa) Uar^}). — Now, in each of these instances, 
and in many others, the Father is spoken of so distinctly, in the 
phraseology of each passage, from the word " God," as would, upon 
Mr. Porter's principle of reasoning, prove that the Father is not God ; 
but I merely advance these examples, to illustrate the futility of the 
principles upon which he has been reasoning, and in order to have 
the opportunity of making this general remark, — that I can produce 
arguments against the Deity of the Father, equally ptausible with those 
which he advances against the Deity of Ike Son. 

Mr. Porter has said a great deal about Christ's not knowing the 
day of judgment, and has expended a considerable portion of his 
time in commenting upon the interpretations which Dr. Wardlaw, 
and Mr. Stuakt, of Andover, have given of Mark xiii. 32 ; but I 
consider all that he said as totally irrelevant, as he was impugning 
explanations which I never advanced. One would suppose, that Mr. 
Porter came here to argue with Dr. Wardlaw and Mr. Stuart — 
not with me. What have I to do with Dr. Wardlaw's interpreta- 
tion ? He is not my bishop; nor am I bound to identify my judg- 
ment with his. If, however, Mr. Porter wishes for a few months* 
occupation when this discussion is over, let him sit down and write 
an answer to Dr. Wardlaw's Sermons on the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, or to Mr. Stuart's work, to which he has also alluded. 
As neither Mr. Stuart's work on the Deity of Christ, nor Dr.' 
Wardlaw's last edition, have as yet been answered, it might be 
worth his while to prepare a reply to them. I now, however, declare 
that I will not advance any interpretation of Mark xiii. 32, until 
Mr. Porter shall have explained for me Rev. xix. 12, which asserts, 
that Christ " had a name written, which no one (ovbstg) knew but he 
himself" What I wish to know is, how will he reconcile this decla- 
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ration with tlie omniscieDce of the Father? As Boon as he will give 
me a satisfactorj solution of this difficulty, I shall then reply to the 
argument which he has advanced against the omniscience of the 
Son from Mark xiii. S2 ; in which it is said, '< Of that day and that 
hour knoweth no man ; no, not the angels which are in heaven ; nei- 
ther the Son, but the Father." As to Dr. Wardlaw's and Mr. 
Stuart's interpretations of this passage, I reject them both. This 
declaration may be considered presumption on my part; but I cannot 
help it. I would give a different one, and will do so as soon a& 
Mr. Porter shall answer my question in reference to the text in 
Rev. xix. 12. 

Mr. Porter next quoted Acts iv. 24 and 27, in order to prove 
the Deity of the Father. The passage reads thus ; ** And when they 
heard that, they lifted up their voice to God with one accord, and 
said, Lord, thou art God, which hast made heaven and earth, and 
the sea, and all that in them is. * * * For of a truth against thy holy 
child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, both Herod and Pontiua 
Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel, were gathered to- 
gether." — His argument upon this passage was this, that since Christ 
IS here styled the Holy Child of God, his Father must necessarily be 
God. I feel much obliged to him for this argument, and for the princi- 
ple upon which it is based ; and will apply it to a passage which yoa 
will nnd in Lure i. 35, in which the angel is represented as saying 
to Mary, ** The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of 
the Highest shall overshadow thee : therefore also that holy thing 
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God," In this 
passage the Holy Ghost is represented as the Father of the l§on of 
God ; therefore, the Holy Ghost is God ; and, therefore, Mr. Porter 
has supplied me with an argument for the Deity of the Holy Ghost. 

In the course of his last speech, Mr. Porter informed us that 
whenever he rises in this Meeting-house to read the Scriptures, he 
always directs the attention of his hearers to any errors in the com- 
mon translation, and explains the passages in which they occur, ac- 
cording to the original. I would beg, then, to ask him, does he 
correct the mistranslation which occurs in the latter clause of John 
V. 19, " For what things soever the Father doeth, these doeth the 
Son likewise '*? Does he inform his congregation, that the word 
** these" should more correctly be rendered *^ the same,^' and that 
thereby the identity of operation between the Father and Son 
would be stated in more express and emphatic terms, if this correc- 
tion were introduced into the English text ? I would also beg to 
ask, when he reads the passage in He3. i. 3, in which Christ is de- 
scribed as ** upholding all things by the word of his power," does he 
correct the mistranslation in this text by stating, that the word 
**AtV' should be translated "his own;** so that this passage repre- 
sents Christ as " upholding all things by the word of his oum power," 
thereby contradictmg the notion, that Christ was only invested with 
a derived and delegated ability ? And if it is here asserted, that 
Christ " upholds all things by the word of his own power," I would 
like Mr. Porter to exert his intellectual powers of calculation, in 
order to ascertain the height and depth, and length and breadth of 
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that Almighty power which can and does uphold all things ? Could 
a finite power uphold all things? Surely not. I ask> then, does 
Mr. Porter correct this mistranslation, and tell his congregation that 
Christ upholds all things by the word of his own power ? And I 
would here add, that I read this passage according to Griesbach's 
received text, which we have both admitted, as you will see by refer- 
ring to the printed definition of the standard. 

As I do not wish to leave any argument of Mr. Porter's unan- 
swered, I shall now revert to his speech of yesterday, in which he 
quoted Eph. iv. 5, 6, in order' to prove the exclusive Deity of the 
Father exclusively. The passage is as follows : " There is one Lord, 
one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is above all, 
and through all, and in you all." Upon this passage, I beg to make 
the following remarks : 

(1.) The term " Father" is here used, not to designate merely the 
Father personally, but as a general title of the Supreme Being, whe- 
ther subsisting in one or in three persons. And to prove this, I do 
not require the advantage ofapetitio principii; for the words which 
stand in connexion with the word *< Father," clearly show that this 
b its import in the passage: '* One God and Father of all, who is 
above all, and through, all, and in you all" 

(2.) Even admitting that the term ** Father," in this text, is to be 
understood of the Father personally ^ still I argue that the expression 
** one God," which precedes it, cannot exclude or contradict the 
Deity of the Son ; or else, on the same principle, the expression 
"one Spirit" in the ^th verse, and "one Lord" in the 5th verse, 
would exclude the Father from being either " Lord " or " Spirit;" 
though he is elsewhere in Scripture designated by both of these 
titles. So that Mr. Porter's plan of arguing from the use of the ex- 
clusive term " one," as contradicting thetfnclusion of the Son in the 
Godhead, must at the same time overturn the Lordship and dominion 
of the Father; and, if applied in both cases, .will go far to represent 
the Bible as a system of Atheism. 

(3.) Admitting, also, that the expressions "one God and Father 
of all," refer to the Father personally, yet we find that every attri- 
bute which, in that view of the passage, is ascribed to the Father, is 
elsewhere ascribed to the Son; as, in John iiL 31, it is said of Christ, 
"He that cometh from above, is above all;** in Rom. ix. 5, he is 
styled, " God over all, blessed for evermore;" in Col. i. 17, it is as- 
serted, that "by him all things consist;" and, in Heb. i. 3, that he 
" upholds all things by the word of his own power." 

Another passage adduced by Mr. Porter yesterday, in opposition 
to the Deity of Christ, occurs in Matt. xix. 16, 17 : " And behold, 
one came, and said unto him. Good M^ter, what good thing shall I 
do, that I may have eternal life? And he said unto him. Why 
callest thou me good ? there is none good but one, that is God." 
Now, in reply to his arguments from this passage, I beg to remark, 
that in reading it, we should lay the emphasis on the word " why,' ' 
and not on the word " me;" for the object of Christ was to ascertain 
what views the young man entertained of his person and character ; 
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and for this reason he proposed the question, ** Why callest thou me 
good ?*' &C. And, in fact, there is no denial of his Deity here, oa 
the part of Christ, unless an ellipsis be inserted in the text, so as to 
read it thus : '< Why callest thou me good? / am not good: there 
is none good but one, that is God;"— or thus: " Why callest thou 
me good ? there is none good but one, that is God, und I am not 
God.*' But I do not want to add to the Word of God. I am satis- 
fied with that revelation which God has imparted, and which is all 
that now remains of his ancient converse with man. I am satisfied 
to rest my faith upon that Book, the origin of which I do not attri- 
bute to the unaided intellects of Prophets, Evangelists, and Apos- 
tles; but which I believe to be one compact composition, which has 
God for its author, truth for its subject matter, and the salvation of 
man for its great and sublime consummation — a salvation which it 
was not unworthy of Deity to stoop to accomplish. The object of 
Christ, then, in proposing this question, was, as I said, to ascertain 
what views the inquirer held regarding him ; whether he really be- 
lieved that he was entitled to the designation ^^good;*' or whether 
the young man had accosted him merely in the language of flattery 
and compliment, with which the Jews in general were accustomed 
to address the doctors of the law. But this passage is alleged to prove 
that Christ is not God. As well might we argue, that, when Christ 
proposes the question, " If David then call him Lord, how is he his 
Son," it was the Saviour's object to disclaim the appellation of 
^* David's Lord" (for both these passages begin with the same in- 
terrogatory form), whilst the Scriptures assert, that he is the root 
and offspring of David. 

But as I have referred to the declaration of Christ, '* I am the 
root and offspring of David," I would wish to know how a created 
being could be the *^ root " from which David sprung ? — and how, at 
the same time, he could be the " offspring'^ which sprung from 
David ? Surely Christ must have been the root of David by virtue 
of his Godhead, by which he gave birth not merely to David, but to 
all that walk upon the surface of the earth ; and he must have been 
the offspring of David, by virtue of that humanity which he assumed 
in order to enable him to make his soul an offering for sin. 

Mr. Porter also referred to Johk xvii. 3, as a proof of the ex- 
clusive Deity of the Father exclusively: ** And this is life eternal, 
that they may know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom 
thou hast sent." In reply to his argument from this passage, I make 
the following remarks : 

(1.) God is frequently styled the " true God," in opposition to 
gods falsely so called' (as in 1 Chrok. xv. 3, 8 ; Jer. x. 10; 
1 Thess. i. 9); and as the Father is God, he is, of course, the true 
God, and the only true God; for surely Mr, Porter does not ask me 
to deny the true Deity of the Father^ as a preliminary to proving the 
Deity of the Son, That, indeed, would be curious logic. 

(2.) It is manifest also from the construction of the passage, 
that the Father is called ** God," not in opposition to a plurality of 
persons, but in opposition to a plurality of gods; for the words are 
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not (ft fiovov rhv aXvi&tvhy Qshv (thee only the true God), but (fs r&v /iSwv 
dXn^ivw &ihv (thee the only true God), the exclusive particle /i^m 
(only) not being connected with the word n (thee), but with the 
adjective aXri&mv (true) ; which construction shows, that the Deity of 
the Father is the ** only true" Deity, just as I believe that the Deity 
of the Son is the ** only true" Deity, for he is the true God and eter- 
nal life ; 1 John v. 20. 

(3.) The Son is not distinguished from the Father, in this pas- 
sage, in reference to his higher nature, but in reference to his medi- 
atorial office, as is evident from the structure of the sentence: 
** Jesus Christ, whom thom hast sent;" and also from this, that this 
passage is part of a prayer which Christ offered up as the High 
Priest of our profession. 

(4.) Although Christ speaks of himself here in his official cha- 
racter, still there is an index in the passage, directing our minds to a 
higher contemplation of his nature ; for the knowledge of him is 
placed on a perfect equality with the knowledge of the Father, as 
the germ and principle of eternal life; and the same Apostle else- 
where defines what this higher nature is, where he says of Christ, 
" This is the true God and eternal life.** 

This passage, therefore, only goes far enough to prove the ex- 
clusion from Deity of all false gods, but not far enough to contra- 
dict the inclusion of the Son in the one Deity of the Bible. 

He next quoted Matt. xii. 50, in order to prove the exclusive 
Deity of the Father exclusively : " For whosoever shall do the will 
of my Father which is in heaven, the same is my brother, and sister, 
and mother." — But, in order to show that there is nothing referred 
to the Father here, which is peculiar to him to the exclusion of the 
Son, I refer to John iii. IS, in which Christ asserts that he was *^ in 
heaven," while he was conversing with Nicodemus upon earth ; and 
to John xiv. 15, in which he directs his disciples to do his will, by 
saying, " Keep my commandments.' 

That our Saviour directed his disciples to pray to the Father, 
when he prescribed for their use that form which is called the Lord's 
Prayer, is a fact which I readily concede; but I maintain, that he 
did not direct them to pray to the Father only. What is the mean- 
ing of the word ** Father" in this prayer? I consider it to be a de- 
signation of the Divine Being, as our Father, Creator, and Preserver. 
But does not Mr. Porter pray to the Father, through the mediation 
of the Lord Jesus Christ? Let him look, then, to the Lord's Prayer, 
and will he find the slightest direction to pray through a mediator? 
Therefore, his argument derived from this prayer, against praying to 
Christ, would equally contradict the doctrine of praying throv^gh 
Christ as Mediator; «ince, as I said, there is no allusion whatever in 
the Lords Prayer to a mediator. But it is very easy to show, that 
every clause in the Lord's Prayer is applicable to Christ. For in- 
stance: He is " our Father," in the sense of Creator and Preserver 
(Col. i. 16, 17); he was " in heaven" as to his divine nature, at the 
time when he prescribed this form (John iii. 13); his nAme is to be 
^* hallowed," for "at the name of Jesus every knee should bow" 
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(Phil. ii. 10). His kingdom is spoken of repeatedly in the Neie 
Testament, as the object of hope and expectation to his people ; and, 
if vre examine the other parts of this prayer, we can easily arrive at 
the conclusion, that every clause of it is as applicable to the Son as 
to the Father. 

Mr. Porter quoted MATt» xTiii. 19: "If two of you shall agree 
on earth touching any thing they shall ask, it shall be done for them 
of my Father which is in heaven;" and he challenged me to produce 
a similar declaration in reference to the Son. I willingly accept the 
challenge; and refer him to John xiv. 14, in which Christ says, " If 
ye shall ask any thing in my name, / will do it.'* Aind I would here 
make this general observation, that whatever principle Mr. Porter 
advances, in opposition to the Deity of the Son, equally militates 
aqainsl the Deity of the Father; and that I can advance equally de- 
cisive proofs for the Deity of the Son, as those which be brings for- 
ward in support of the Deity of the Father. And I would also 
remark, that Mr. Porter's arguments have been founded upon an 
assumption, that I believe in the existence of two Gods; whereas, my 
second proposition asserts, that Christ '* possesses the same eternity, 
knowledge, power, authority, prerogatives, and Godhead with the 
Father, and is one with him in all attributes." Let Mr. Porter, then, 
admit the Deity of the Son, or let him deny the Deity of the Father. 
Upon his principles of reasoning, there is no other alternative. He 
has but this option: let him at once represent the Bible as a system 
of Atheism, or let him admit the doctrine of the Deity of Christ. 

His next quotation was the prayer of our Saviour, recorded in 
Matt. xxvi. S9: '^O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass 
from me: nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt." But this 
petition, which Christ offered up in the " days of his flesh" affords 
no objection against his Deity; but is simply a proof of the pure, 
unspotted, and immaculate holiness of his character. Every person 
will recoil from sufferings which are the consequence of sin, in pro- 
portion to the holiness of character which he possesses. On this 
principle, when Christ was approaching the hour^of his enduring that 
chastisement which was rendered necessary by the sins of his people, 
the moral purity of his nature naturally shrunk back from the awful 
and tremendous infliction. And could we imagine the Father to 
have been manifest in the fleshi in the same sense as the Son was, 
he would, upon this principle, have shrunk back from the same suf- 
ferings, considered as the consequence of sin. Nor has the Son less 
holiness of nature than the Father ; for the angels in glory veil their 
faces in obsequious homage before the throne of the immaculate 
Jesus, whilst they cry one to another, ^* Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord 
of hosts; the whole earth is full of his glory." 



Mr. PORTER. — Many of the present auditory are too well ac- 
quainted with myself and my sentiments, to require that I should 
vindicate myself from the supposition of knowingly or willingly 
either doing or saying any thing that could by possibility bring the 
Scriptures of trutn into contempt, or diminish their audiority, as a 
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rule oP Taith and a guidi» of conduct. But there are others, to ^hom 
I may not be so well known; and who may perhaps require, ih 
order to remove misconception from their minds, that I should dius 
publicly and explicitly declare, that- in those opinions which Mr. 
Bi^ot has pronounced respecting the excellence and value of the 
Sacred Scriptures, I entirery and cordially concur. Neither is this 
principle peculiar to myself, as a member of the sect or party to 
which it is my honour and happiness to belong: my fellow Unita* 
rians, without exception, so far as they are known to me, share in 
the same sentiments. Let me remind such of you as know it, and 
inform such of you as know it not, that the very words in which Mr, 
Bagot has expressed his admiration of the Scriptures, are taken from 
a Unitarian writer. In the presence of so many illustrious persons, 
so highly distinguished not only for rank, but for intellectual attain* 
ments, it is possible that Mr. Bagot may have forgotten the souixse 
from which this quotation was drawn: but I will remind him of the 
person ; a man of some distinction in his day, though, we may well 
suppose, not of so much consequence, that his name should dwell in 
Mr. Bagot's memory. It was a certain John Locke, a Unitarian, 
who said, that the Bible had " €rod for its author, salvation for its 
&nd, and truth without any mixture of error for its matter.** Those 
who concur with Locke in other points, agree with him also in 
this. 

There are some other observations of Mr. Bagot's, to which I shall 
allude. And, first, I shall answer the question which he proposed to 
me, in asking how I explain that passage which occurs in Rev. xix.l2: 
** He had a name written that no man knew, but he himself" I reply, 
that I explain the verse exactly in the same way as King James* 
translators, who were all orthodox men — strenuous Trinitarians every 
one — I believe most of them decided Calvinists. How did they un<* 
derstand the passage? Did they interpret it in Mr. Bagot's sense? 
No; for they translated it differently from him> and in a way which 
every Greek scholar will agree that it readily admits. 

Mr. Bagot says, that he is not one of those who wish to add to the 
word of God. 1 am happy to hear it; for I think I remember one in* 
stance, in which he showed a disposition to do so: — I allude to his un-» 
happy reference to 1 John v. 7. It is well for Mr. Bagot that he was 
not some unfortunate Unitarian, who quoted such a passage as this* 
Had he belonged to that sect every where spoken against, and had 
he put forward in that cause, to prove his positions or to support his 
statements, texts which are gross, and manifest^ and acknowledged 
forgeries^ — oh how the tones of astonishment would have thundered 
from the pulpit, and resounded on the platform ; and how the notes 
of exclamation would have bristled in the printed page I We should 
then have heard a great deal about adding to the word of God; and 
we should have been reminded of a passage in that book of Revela- 
tions, of which Mr. Bagot is so fond, where it is written, in chap, 
xxii. 18 — 

For I testify unto every man that beareth the words of the prophecy of thU 
book, — if any man shall add unto these things, God shall add unto biiu the 
plagues that are written in this book! 

K 
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t appeal to those who know the ittate of the controversy, and 
the manner in which it has hitherto been carried on, if the results I 
have here stated would not, in the case supposed^ have been fully 
realized. 

But Mr. Bagot has not only come forward as a theologian : he 
must also try his hand at criticism; and the first-fruits of his efforts 
are, that the word ** Fathxr," when applied to the Supreme Being, 
means Creator. The criticism, however, will scarcely answer his 
purpose ; for there is mention in Scripture of the ** God and Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ." You will remember that he has put it to 
me, to produce Scripture proofs that Christ has a Creator; — proofs 
which I shall furnish in their due time. Meanwhile, it is manifest, 
on his own showing, that if there is a God and Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, there must be one who is his Creator. What opinion 
Mr. Bagot has formed of the understanding of his auditory, I know 
not; but I should think myself guilty of not only treating the word 
of God with disrespect, but your intellects with contempt^ if I came 
forward to tell you that every word of the Lord s Prayer applies to 
the Lord. Jesus Christ. This was a prayer which Christ himself 
taught his disciples; — ^this was a prayer which he with his own lips 
dictated to his disciples, and addressed expressly to the Father: 
and yet Mr. Bagot says, that every word of that prayer applies to 
himself! 

I shall not further follow Mr. Bagot into those criticisms to 
which he had recourse; for indeed it is unnecessary. You have had 
different specimens of this sort from him ; but I mean not further to 
expose them. If there be a mind so constituted, as to imagine 
that Scripture ought to be explained in this way, — a way which 
would make its declarations mean any thing, or nothing, — that mind 
is of such a nature, that I should address myself to it in vain. With 
that mind, I have no common principle; and my most strenuous 
exertions would fail to produce conviction. I hope, however, you 
do not suppose that I pass over the remarks of Mr. Bagot, because 
I cannot answer them. I pass them over for a different reason: 
because I am not afraid of their result on any reflecting mind. And 
now I turn from criticism^ so called; now I turn from explanations of 
the Lord's Prayer, such as you have heard; and from interpretations 
which make Christ's words, "if you ask any thing in my name^*' mean, 
** you shall ask mcy' — to the plain teaching of God's word, by which 
alone this question must be decided. 1 was quoting some texts, 
wherein the one God is expressly distinguished from the Lord Jesus 
Christ, in such a manner, that the alleged Deity of the latter is entirely 
excluded. In addition to the proofs already brought forward, I shaU 
now refer you to— 

Rom. XT. 5, 6. Now the God of patience and consolation ^rant you to be 
likeminded one toward another, according to Christ Jesus; that ye may, with 
one mind and one mouth, glorify God, byen t^b Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

I do not care whether you adopt Mr. Bagot's criticism, and call 
it " God, even the Creator of our Lord Jesus Christ" or allow the 
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Words to stand as they are : there is a plain distinction between " Ood " 
and oar Saviour, to the entire exclusion of the latter from Deity. 
Again I shall refer you to — 

2 Cor. i. 3. Blessed be God, even the Father qfovLi Lord Jesus Christy 
the Fatlier of mercies, and the God of ail comfort. 

And 3 CoR. xi. 31. The God and Father of oar Lord Jesas Christ, who 
is blessed for eyermore, knoweth that I lie not. 

These sentiments are mine. I bow my knee, with the Apostle, to the 
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ I own, with the Apostle, 
that he had a God and Father. I believe the express testimony of 
Scripture on the subject I receive it in its plain, simple, obvious 
sense and meaning. I leave it to others who believe in creeds, to 
puzzle themselves with essences, subsistences, 'hypostases, and plu- 
rality of persons, distinctions, or somewhats! Afy creed requires 
no such aids. It is that indicated by the Scripture phraseology 
in — 

Efh. i. 3. Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who 
hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly [places] in Christ. 

And in Eph. i. 17. [In my prayers] that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
the Father of glort, may give unto you the spirit of wisdom and revelation 
in the knowledge of him. 

Surely no distinction can be more marked in itself, or more consist- 
ently preserved, than that which these passages make, between our 
Lord Jesus Christ, and that Supreme Being who is called his " Gob," 
and his " Father." To the same effect is — 

CoL. i. 3. We give thanks to God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, praying always for you. 

Where it is to be observed, that instead of " even,** the received ver- 
sion reads *' and: " — to give a plausible ground for prayer to the 
Trinity. But this makes perfect nonsense of the passage. I say, 
this makes nonsense of the passage; for suppose the term God to 
mean the three persons of the Trinity, the verse will read thus : " fVe 
give thanks to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost, — 
AND TO THE Father 1 — ^which would be absurd. 

1 Pet. i. 3. Blessed be the God and Father qf our Lord ^esus Christ, 
who, according to his abundant mercy, hath begotten us again unto a lively 
hope, by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. 

1 Thess. i. 3. Remembering without ceasing your work of fituth, and labour 
of love, and patience of hope, in our Lord Jesus Christ, in the sight of God, 
EVEN our Father. 

These last two texts plainly show, that the distinction between Christ 
and God, which it was my object to prove, is carefully preserved by 
the Sacred Writers. 

1 Thess. i, 9, 10. * * Ye turned to God from idols, to serve the Uving and 
true God} and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from the dead^^ 
even Jesus, who delivered us from the wrath to come. 

I shall now turn your attention to — 
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SOMB FAS8AOSIS IN WHICH CHRIST TEACHES THAT GOO THE FATBEft 
IS THE ONLY OBJECT OF REUOIOC78 WORSHIP. 

Matt. vi. 16. Let your light so shine before meo, that they may see yoor 
good works, and glor^y youe Father who is in beaven. 

Matt. vi. S. Your Father knoweth what things ye haye need of before ye 
makhim, 

I also refer to that prayer, commonly called the Lord's Prayer, 
(Matt. vi. 9, &c.) which, I do think, is an address to " the Father" 
exclusively, notwithstanding the authority of Mr. Bagot's assertion 
to the contrary. Again we read in — 

Matt. vii. 11. If ye then, being evil, know how to gire good gifts onto your 
children, how much more shall tour HBAyKNi.Y Father give good things unto 
them Uiat ask him? 

Here it is plainly taken for granted, that our heavenly Father is 
the person to whom prayer ought to be addressed. I do not agree 
with Mr. Bagot, that the word Father is equivalent to Creator. If 
indeed that criticism be admitted, it would be destructive to his own 
theory. 

The same principle, that the Father alone is the object of reli- 
gious worship^ is assumed in — 

Mark xi. 25, 26. When ye stand praying, forgive, if ye have ought against 
any; that tour Father who iji in heaven may also forgive you your trespasses. 

Our Lord does not say. Forgive your brethren, that " Goo the 
Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost^** may forgive you 
your trespasses; but "the Father" — "your Father who is in heaven.** 
The Father, therefore, is the object of worship. To the same con- 
dusion we are led by—* 

Luke zi. 1, 2. As he was praying in a certain place, when he ceased, one 
of his disciples said unto him, Lord, teach us to pray, as John also taught his 
disciples. And he said unto them, ^ When ye pray, say. Our Father wqo 
art in heaven !" 

This is the same mode of address which occurs in the Lord's prayer, 
but taught on another occasion; for it appears from the circum- 
stances related in the contej^t, that this could not be the form 
delivered in connexion with the Sermon on the Mount. This prayer 
sanctions the principle which I before laid down, that, according to 
our Saviour s instruction, prayer is to be addressed specifically to 
the Father, This was the form which our Saviour taught, "Our 
Father who art in heaven;" but who, I would ask, taught that form 
of prayer which is offered up by orthodox congregations, and which 
forms a part of established Liturgies; and which is addressed to "God 
the Son," and " God the Holy Ghost," and to " the glorious Trinity, 
three persons and one God?" Who taught it I know not; but I am 
sure it was never taught by our Lord Jesus Christ. 

John xt. 16. I have chosen you, * * that whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Father «it my name, he may give it you« 

I presume this passage sufficiently explains the text upon which 
Mr. Bagot laid so much stress, *' If ye ask any thing in my name, I 
will give it you." If Scripture be explained by Scripture, and pas- 
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sage by passage^ those places in which ambiguities may be found by 
those which are direct and plain, all difficulties will vanish. Here 
THE Father is to be asked, because he alone can grant 

I shall even refer to the 26th verse of this chapter, the same 
which Mr. Bagot quoted : 

John xvi. 26. Verily, yerily, I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Father ia my name, he will give it you. Ask, and ye shall receive, that your 
joy may he full. I say not unto you, that I will pray the Father for you: for 
the Father himself loveth you. 

I find I made a mistake in the reference, this not being the text to 
which Mr. Bagot adverted; but it is as express as the otlier: it tells 
against his own cause, and overturns the argument built on those 
texts which he delivered yesterday with such rapid volubility; for it 
shows th&t the Father^ not Christy is the being to whom petitions are 
to be addressed. Farther — 

CHRIST HIMSELF ADDRESSED PRAYER TO THE FATHER, AND TO THE 

FATHER ONLY. 

And this, it must be allowed, is a circumstance which bears directly 
on the question at issue between us. Hitherto I have been strength- 
ening Mr. Bagot s first proposition against himself; but I now 
proceed to draw the net a little closer around him, by bringing in 
those proofs which will plainly and directly establish my own second 
reposition. And 1 have indeed done so in some degree already, 
y the distinction which I have shown to exist in the language of 
Scripture, between God and our Saviour; but the texts to which I 
now refer, will establish the point even more directly. 

John xi. 41, 42. Jesus lifted up his eyes and said, F^thsr ! I thank thee 
that thou hast heard me. And I knew that thou bearest me always: but be« 
cause of the people who stand by» I said it, that they may believe that thoa 
hast sent me. 

Can words be more express ? Can these words be reconciled with 
the opinion which makes Christ himself the hearer of prayer, and the 
person who is alone able to grant petitions? If Christ were God, 
why should he pray at all P It will be said, as has been said, that 
Christ had no need of praying for himself, and that he did so only 
as an example to others; but that assertion is dishonourable to 
Christ It would make his example to be the example of hypocrisy. 
I do not believe that such a charge lies against our Saviour; for I 
am sure that our Lord never prayed but in spirit and in truth, and 
for blessings actually desired. Our Lord declares to his disciples 
in — 

John xiv. 16, / wiU pray thb Father, and he shall give you another Com- 
forter, that be may abide with you for c?er. 

These words represent the Father as the being to whom our Lord 
addressed prayer, and looked for blessings. 

John xvii. 1. These words spake Jesus, and lifted up his eyes to heaven, 
and said. Father! the hour is come: glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may 
glorify thee! 

John xvii. d. And now, O Father! glorify thou me with thine own self, 
with the glory wMcb I had with thee befote the world was. 



I 



78 

John x?il. II. «* Holt Fatbbr! keep through tfaioe own Dame those 
whom thoa hast gifen me, that they may he oDe, as we are. 

As a sufficient answer to the arguments broached on this subject, 
arising from the text " I and my Father are one/' I read-— 

JoBN xvii. 21. [I pray] as thou, Fathbr! art in me, and I in thee; thai 
they aUo may be one m me: that the world may belieye that thou hast sent me. 

This text affi>rd8 a sufficient answer to the argument brought for- 
ward by Mr. Bagot, proving the Deity of the Son, by the mutual 
indwelling which submits between him and the Father. If that 
text proves the Deity of the Son, the one now before ns, equally 
proves the Deity of all his followers. 

• 

John xTii. 24. Father ! I will that they also whom thou hast given me^ 
may be widi me where I am; that they may behold my glory, which thou hast 
given me: for thou lovedst me before the foundation of the world. 

Here not only does our Saviour address prayer to the Father, but it 
is declared that the glory to which Christ attained, was a glory which 
his Father gave him; and the ground for the impartation of this gift, 
was the love which the Father bore to the Son. This, however^ is 
perfectly incompatible with the idea of his perfect Deity. How could 
glory be given to that Being who possesses^ from eternity, all glory, 
power, and honour? 

John xvii. 2o. O riohtbovb Father! the world hath not known thee; 
but I have known thee, and these have known that thon hast sent me. 

I quote these texts from every part of John xvii. to show that the 
whole of it is a prayer addressed to the Father; — a prayer the most 
solemn and the most impressive ever written. I now turn to^ 

John zii. 27, 28. Now is my soul troubled, and what shall I say ? Fathbr ! 
sa^'C^e from this hour: but therefore came I unto this hour. Father ! glorify 
thy name. Then came there a voice from heaven, [saying,] I have both glori- 
fied it, and will glorify it again^ 

These affecting words were spoken at a time when a cruel fate was 
about to overtake the Saviour, and his end was drawing near. Ob- 
serve the person to whom his prayer was addressed, and the total 
submission of his soul to another's will; and ask yourselves, if this 
be the language of God Supreme! 

Matt. xxvi. 39. And he went a little farther, and fell on his face, and 
prayed, saying, O Father! if it be possible, let this cup pass fromme: neverthe- 
less, not as I will, but as thou wilt. 

This text was formerly quoted by me, and explained by Mr.. Bagot ; 
but his explanation I leave to make its own impression. 

Matt. xxvi. 42. And he went away again the second time, and prayed, 
saying, O mt Father! if this cup may not pass away from me except I drink 
it, thy wiU be done. 

The same transactions are recorded in Mark xiv. 35 — 39; Luke 
xxii. 41 — 45; with the addition, by Luke, that there appeared to 
him an angel strengtliening him. An angel to strengthen Al- 
mighty God! 

Again, when his disciples seemed disposed to resist the officers who 
were sent to apprehend him^ he said to one of them — 
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MitT. xtvi. 63i Thinkest thou that I cannot now pray to mt Fathsb, and 
fiB will give tne more than twelve legions of angels? 

And when he bung upon the cross, we read — 

Luke xxiii. 34. Then said Jesus, Father! foigive tJiem, for they know not 
what they do. 

And we find that in — 

Matt, xxyii. 46. About the ninth hoar Jesus cried with a loud voice, Eli! 
EU! lama sabachthani! that is to say, My God! my God! why hast thou for- 
saken me! 

Still farther, as we find it recorded in — 

Luke xxii. 46. When Jesus had cried with a loud voice, he said, Father! 
into thy hands I commend my spirit. And having thus said, he gave up the 
ghost 

And now, my friends — fellow Christians — ^fellow Protestants — 
you who take the Bible for your guide— you who make the example 
of Jesus your model — you who take the word of Jesus for your rule ! 
— I ask you what is that worship which is required to be ofiered up 
by the disciples of Jesus? Are we to suppose, if there be a proper 
Deity of the Father — and if there be a proper Deity of the Word — 
and if there be a proper Deity of the Holy Ghost — are we to suppose, 
that he who Iqfl us an example that we should follow his steps, would 
so far mislead us by that example as to confine our worship to ane 
only ; whereas to three persons that worship is due ? I call on any 
of you to sit down, and read the record of Christ's life — to find him 
engaged frequently in prayer to the Father, from the earliest period 
of his ministry on earth — to see how, in every circumstance of his 
eventful life, he addresses himself in supplication to the Father who 
sent him — to find him, when about to work miracles, address the 
throne of God in prayer — to observe how, when about to part with 
his disciples, he commends them in solemn petition to his Father — 
to find him, when his crucifixion was approaclung, expressing his 
humility and resignation to God by prayer to his Father — to find " 
him, on the cross, commending his murderers to the mercy of their 
Maker, and his own spirit to die God who gave it; — yes, follow him 
in his devotions from the beginning to the close of his career, and 
then say 9 if you can — all these facts being taken together — whether 
this is the conduct of one who was God over all blessed for ever ? 
This is a point which would well bear to be dilated on ; but I spare 
you. It is -an argument which addresses itself as much to the heart 
as to the head. I have read to you the words of our blessed Saviour ; 
and if they do not speak to your feelings, why should I address my- 
self to your understandings P 

As I have now but a short time remaining of my forty minutes, 
I shall not enter on a new argument I was about to reply to some 
observations advanced by Mr. Bagot; but these topics I must reserve 
for my last speech on this day. 



Mr. B AGOT. — Mr. Porter has informed you, in his last address, 
that I have been indebted to a Unitarian writer, Mr. Locke; for the 
eulogium which I pronounced upon the Bible this day. This remark 
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affords me an opportunity of observing, that I am at alt times ready 
to extract what is excellent fVom the writings of any man, even from 
those of Priestley, Belsham, or Drummond, or any other Uni- 
tarian. But as to whether Mr. Locke was a Unitarian or not, I do . 
not know; nor, as far as my argument is concerned, do I care: for 
though he was a philosopher of the first classi invested with great 
powers of intellect, which qualified him to be a guide and conductor 
through the intricate mazes of scientific research, yet .Mr. Locke, as 
well as every other man who wishes to know the way of salvation, 
and how, as a sinner, he can be reconciled with God, must approach 
the Gospel as a little child, and learn at the feet- of Jesus; for 
" Where is the wise? where is the scribe? where is the disputer of 
this world? hath not God made foolish the wisdom of this world?*' 

I shall now examine the principle by which Mr. Porter has re- 
conciled the passage in Rev. xix. 1% with the omniscience of the 
Father. The passage in Rev. xix. 12, is as follows: ** He had a 
name written which no one (>dsif) knew but he himself;** and the 
question which I proposed to Mr. Porter was this. How could he 
reconcile this declaration, that no one but Christ knew the name 
which he bore but he himself, with the omniscience of the Father ? 
and what solution of this difficulty would he propose? He has 
now informed us, that he adopts the same view of the passage which 
King James' translators have chosen, and that he understands the 
(ireek word evSu^ in a restricted sense, as denoting *' no man ;*' so 
that, instead of translating the word m,iut in its plain and obvious 
sense, as denoting << no one,'* whether created or uncreated, he un- 
derstands it in a more limited sense, as it occurs in the English ver- 
sion of the passage. Now, I shall apply the very same principle of 
restriction to the interpretation of Mark xiii. 32: ** But of that day 
and that hour knoweth no man; no, not the angels which are in 
heaven; neither the Son, but the Father:** and I reconcile this de- 
claration with the omniscience of Christ in the very same manner, 
by understanding it as referring only to the human knowledge of the 
Saviour. I assume it as a Scripture truth, that Christ was omniscient 
as to his higher nature. This is evident from comparing Jer. xvii. 
9, 10, with Rev. ii. 23 ; and from many other passages. I argue, 
therefore, that I must interpret Mark xiii. 32, upon a principle 
which will not contradict this doctrine. I, therefore, explain this 
text as referring to the knowledge which Christ possessed in his 
human nature. I proved to you, on yesterday, that when Christ 
assumed our nature, he became *' in all things like unto his brethren;*' 
but this would not have been true, if he had not assumed our ignorance. 
This passage, therefore, affords no objection against the Deity of 
Christ. What right, however, had Mr, Porter to quote this passage 
as affording. an argument a^azns^ my system? It is an affirmative 
proof of that part of my second proposition, which asserts that the Lord 
Jesus Christ is perfect man. It is an essential attribute of a " perfect 
man" to possess a faculty of progressively acquiring knowledge, and, 
after all his acquirements, to be capable of only a limited amount of 
knowledge ; and, in reference to Christ, I prove the former by Luke 
ii. 52, which asserts that ^* Jesus increased in wisdom ;" and i prove 
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the latter by reference to the passage under cohsideration» which 
asserts that there was something which he was ignorant of. As to 
his divine nature, I again remark, that there is a copiousness of 
proof to demonstrate that his knowledge is one with the Father's ; 
as, for instance, in .his own declarations : *' As the Father knowetli 
tne, even so know I the Father ;" ** No one knoweth the Son but the 
Father; neither knoweth anj one the Father but the Son, and he to 
whomsoever the Son will reveal him :" and from t}ie language of 
Peter, ^ Lord, thou knowest ail things; thou kno west that I love thee," 
which is equivalent to a regular syllogistic inference, that because 
Christ knew aH ' things, he therefore knew that Peter loved him; 
but it is evident that Peter would have been a bad logician, if he 
had used the word ** all " in this passage in a restricted sense, as he 
could not have inferred from Christ^s knowing some things, that he 
knew that Peter loved him, in as much as this fact might have been 
among the some things which, on this supposition, Christ did not 
know* The ^all things/' therefore^ in the language of Peter, must 
mean ^' al^ things " in an absolute and unrestricted sense ; otherwise 
his argument would be bad logic. To reconcile these declarations, 
therefore, of the omniscience of Christ with Ma rk xiii. 93, I an> 
obliged to consider the latter passage as a positive and affirmative^ 
proof that Christ possessed a true human mmd ; and I will not sub^ 
mit to be placed on the defensive, in reference to this text, as I re- 
gard it as a necessary affirmative proof of part of my second proposition^ 

As to the passage thrown up against me in 1 John v. 7> *' There 
are three that bear 'record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Ghost, and these three are one," I beg to ask. What right 
had Mr. Porter to bring it forward ? Did I quote this text as an 
argument, amongst the passages to which I yesterday referred? 
Certainly not: and surely Mr. Porter had no right to criticise any 
passage as an argument on my side, unless what I have actually ad- 
vanced. But as he has asserted that this text is an interpolation, I 
call upon him to bring forward, in detail, the proofs by which he 
supports this assertion. 

Mr. Porter has rested some of his arguments upon anasnimption, 
that I hold it as a principle, that the word Father, in Scripture, is 
always used in the sense of Creator. I beg to say, that I have 
made no such assertion. What I believe, in reference to this sub- 
ject, is, that in several passages the term ** Father" is unquestionably 
used in the sense of " Creator;" as, for instance, in Mal. iL 10 : 
** Have we not all one Father? hath not one God created us?" 
I also believe, that the term Father is used to designate what we 
term the First Person of the Trinity, as the Father of Christ, which 
he is in a vastly different sense from that in which he is the Father 
of Christians. There is a remarkable combination of these two 
senses of tbe term Father in John xx. 17, in which Christ says : ** I 
ascend unto my Father and your Father, and unto my God and your 
God," He does not say, ** I ascend unto our Father and our God ;" 
but he uses language which clearly marks the distinction which 
there is in the import of the terms which he employs, when applied 
to himself and to his people. I therefore infer, ^liat the term 

L 
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** Father** is used, in Scripture, in two senses: it is applied to th0 
Father of Christians, and to the Father of Christ. 

As to the wise declaration which Mr. Porter made in his last 
speech, that ** he would not answer Mr. Bagot*s criticisms, because" 
his most strenuous exertions would fail to produce conviction ;** this 
was a very good reason, indeed; and I beg to express my obligations 
to him for it, and to assure him that I perfectly concur with him in 
recognising the yalidity of the reason which it assigns I 

I stated yesterday, that the Scriptures speak of Christ in three 
points of view; as Mediator — as peHfect man — and as perfect God. 
As Mediator,.! believe that he is subordinate to the Father, who 
sustains the higher office; and I now wish to advance a few addi- 
tional proofs of his mediatorial subordination. These you will find 
in Rom. xv. 5^ 6; 2 Cor. i. 3; xi. 31; Eph. i. 3; Col. i. 3; 
1 Thess. i. 3-9; 1 Pet. i. 3. On examining these passages at your 
leisure, you will find that they all prove satisfactorily the mediatorial 
subordination of Christ to the Father. I wish, however, to make a 
remark upon one or two of them. 

In 1 Thess. i. 9, we read of Christians ** turning to God from 
idols, to serve the living and true God." Now it is easy to show, 
from a comparison of this text with other parts of Scripture, that 
Christ is *' the living and true God;" for the eternal employment of 
the glorified saints is represented in Rev. xxii. 3« as <' serving God 
and the Lamb ;" and the Father has given this command, in refe- 
rence to 6hrist, which is recorded in Heb. i. 6, " Let all the angels 
of God worship him." Now, unless Mr. Porter allow, that Chris- 
tianity, has done nothing more than turn men from one system of 
idolatry to another, it must follow, from these texts, that Christ is the 
living and true God, 

Again : . I would remark, in reference to "2 Cor. i. 3,-^^' Blessed 
be the God and Father of pur Lord Jesus Christ,'* — that it proves 
the Deity of the Holy Ghost ; for we read> in Luke i. ^5, " The 
Holy Ghost shall cpme upon thee, and the power of the Highest 
shall overshadow thee ; therefore also that hoi v thing which shall be 
born of thee, shall be called the Son of God. Hence it is evident, 
that the Holy Ghost is the Father of the Son of God; and, conse« 
quentiy, is God. 

Mr. Porter has again referred to the Lord's Prayer, upon which 
I have already commented ; and must now revert to it, in order to cor- 
rect a misapprehension into which he has fallen. He seemed to think 
that I spoke of that prayer as if it was to be exclusively offered up 
, to Christ. I certainly hold no such opinion. I believe, that the 
words *^ Our Father " are a general designation of the Divine Being 
•: — Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. And I beg leave again to say, 
that I do not consider it necessary to deny the true Deity of the 
Father, as a preliminary to' proving the true Deity of Christ. 

In reference to Matt. vi. 14«,-^" For if ye forgive men their 
trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you," — which Mr. 
Porter quoted in order to prove the Deity of the Father, I beg to 
remark, that it establishes a principle by which the Deity of the Son 
necessarily foltbws, as the Son also exercises the same divine prero- 
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gative of forgiving sins, as is asserted in Col. iii. 19 : ** Forbeariog 
one another, and forgiving one another, if any man have a quarrel 
against any; even as Christ forgave you, so also do ye." 

I must now refer to the mode by which Mr. Porter endeavoured 
to obviate the argument for the Deity of Christ, which I derived 
from John xiv. 14< : " If ye shall ask any thing in my name, / will 
do it" — He produced the declaration of Christ, in John xvi. 23 : 
^* Whatsoever ye shall. Bsk the Father in my name, he trill give it yu;** 
and be told us, with the most perfect composure, that the latter passage 
explains the former, so as to bring it into consistency with his view« ! 
I should be anxious to know on what principle the latter text ex- 
plains the fornoer? Does Mr. Porter apply to the interpretation of 
Scripture, some principle of criticism similar to that by which posi- 
tive and negative quantities in algebraic computations destroy and 
neutralize each other? Does he place the sign of plite before one 
passage, and of minus before another; and then, by an algebraic 
calculation, neutralize the one by the other? For my part, I believe 
the two declarations contained in these two portions of the word of 
God. I believe that the Father will give what the Christian prays 
for in the name of Christ ; and I also believe that Christ will give 
what the Christian prays for : for I believe that *^ what things' soever 
the Father doeth, the same doeth the Son likewise." John v. 19* 
And I would not wish to apply the principle which Mr. Porter has 
adopted, of neutralizing Scripture, by a rule similar to that by which 
positive and negative quantities in algebra destroy each other. 

Mr. Porter has laid great stress upon the fact, that Christ prayed 
to the Father only, whilst he was upon earth. I answer. Is there 
not a sufficiency of Scripture evidence; to demonstrate the duty of 
praying to Christ? did not Stephen pray to him in his dying hour? 
did not the Apostle Paul pray to him thrice, to be delivered from 
the thorn in the flesh ?. and were not Christians designated as those 
who called upon the name of Christ ? — Does Mr. Porter require of 
me to produce evidence of Christ's praying to himself! Surely this 
i& manifestly one of those duties, in support of which he could not 
leave his own example. In many pointa, the example of Christ, 
considered as a model for our moral imitation, was defective: he did 
not leave the example of being a good husband or a good father ; 
and, from the nature of the thing, he could not leave us an example 
of praying to himself: it were absurd to expect it. We must ob- 
viously look to the conduct of the apostles and disciples, as recorded 
in the rest of Scripture, for practical evidence in support of this 
duty. 

The next passage which Mr. Porter quoted, was John xi. 4»1 : 
'^ Jesus lifted up his eyes, and said. Father, I thank thee that thou 
hast heard me." — But this, however, is not a prayer for ability, to 
perform the miracle of raising Lazarus; and the words which follow 
in the 42d verse explain the object of the Saviour in this address : 
^' And I knew that thou liearest me always: but because of the people 
which stand by, I said it, that they may believe that thou hast sent 
me." Mr. Porter has asked the following question, upon which he 
aeemed to lay considerable stress: " If Chrbt be Ood» why should 
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he haTt prayed at all?" — ^I answer tbit qiieBtton by ^itaoiy propoaiug 
anoiher: ''If Christ was man, why shoald he have liwd withoui 
prayer?" 

He next referred to John yt. 26» in which Christ says to his 
disciplest *'I will pray the Father, and he will send you another 
Comforter."*— But this passage only supplies me with part of the 
argument, by which I prove, that the Father and the Sen are one» 
in the act of sending the Spirit to the church : the remainder of the 
argument, which attributes the exercise of the same prerogative t» 
Christ, occurs in John xt. 26, ** When the Comforter is come, whom 
I will send un^o you from the Father." 

I shall now direct your attention to the prayer of otir Saviour, 
which is recorded in the 17th chapter of John, which Mr. Porter 
evidently regards as supplying him with irrefragable arguments 
against the doctrine of the Deity of Christ. This praver, however, 
was presented to the Father in " the days of his flesh, ' and is easily 
accounted for by the official station which the Redeemer occupiea 
as the great High Priest of his people's profession. It was customary 
for the High Priest, immediately before the great day of atonement, 
to offer up a solemn prayer to God-^first, for himself; secondly, for 
the sons of Aaron, who were joined with him in the priesthood; 
and, thirdly, for the entire congregation of the people. If you examine 
this prayer of Christ's, you will find an exact correspondence with 
this arrangement. From verse 1 to 5, he prays for himself; from 
verse 6 to 19, he prays for the Apostles, who were, in a subordinate 
sense, united with him in the great office of preaching the Gospel ; 
and from verse 20 to the end, he prays for his whole church: and 
the time when he offered up this prayer was immediately before that 
solemn hour, in which he offered himself without spot to God, and 
it was uttered by bim in his official character as our great High 
Priest. 

I shall now refer to some parts of this prayer, in order to show 
that the language it contains is totally inconsistent with the condi- 
tion of a creature. In the first verse, he prays in these remarkable 
words: *< Father, glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify 
thee." Now, imagine a creature presenting such a prayer as this— «> 
asking bis Creator to glorify bim, in order that he might glorify kh 
Creator ! Imagine, for instance, Gabriel himself, who stands upon 
a lofly elevation within the sunshine of the eternal throne, adopting 
such language in prayer to that Being who imparts to bim all that 
seraphic intelligence which gives emphasis and vigour to the anthem 
in which he celebrates the matchless glory of his Creator T Nor is the 
language which occurs in the fifth verse more consistent with the 
character and condition of a creature: '^ And now, O Father, glorify 
thou me with thine own self, with the glory which I had with thee 
before the world was." In this passage, Christ takes a retrospective 
view of the glory which he had with the Father before the creation 
of the world, in terms which prove that his glory was precisely the 
same as the glory of the Father ; and he takes a prospective view of 
the glory which he should resume when the period of his official 
subordination had expired. Now, I ask, does this verse contaia 
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the language of a creature? Could a creature pray to his Creator 
to glorify i^jm in this way? Alas! alas! Surely, if we calculate 
the distance which exists between the lowest and the highest created 
being, that distance is but a speck when contrasted with the unmea- 
sured interval which there is between the highest created being and 
the Lord of hosts! — and surely an humbler style of address would 
suit the dependence and inferiority of any created intelligence, no 
matter how exalted ! 

I now direct your attention to the 10th verse : ** And all min^ 
are thine, and thine are mine/' — Mark the emphasis of this declara- 
tion: all that belongs to the Father, belongs also to the Son; and 
all which belongs to the Son, belongs also to the Father. Now, 
again, imagine a created being adopting such an assertion as this, in 
prayer to Jehovah — ** All mine are thine, and thine are mine;" — ai» 
assertion whic)) implies that there is a reciprocity of interest, and a 
mutual possession of property, between the Father and the Son ; and 
this becessarily results from the fact, that the Father and the Son 
are one God, in consequence of which there is this mutual proprie- 
torship between them. And here I lay down this general position, 
that although the New Testament contains abundant proofs of the 
official subordination of Christ to the Father ; yet these proofs are 
intermixed with statements which lead us up to a recognition of his 
Deity, like so many bright and lucid spots emanating from the 
eclipsed splendour of his Divinity* and bursting through the opposing 
vail of that humanity in which he tabernacled amongst men. This 
chapter contains several of these ludd points, which serve as indices 
to conduct us to a contemplation of a higher glory than the Saviour 
manifested here below. Look, for further example, to the 24th verse, 
in which he does not say, *^ Father, I pray," or <* Father, I intreat ; " 
but he says, in language which simply contains a declaration of hi$ 
purpose and intention: *' Father, I will that they also whom thou 
hast given roe, be with me where I am, that they may behold the 
glory which thou hast given me.*' Surely such a style of address as 
this would be blasphemy and presumption of the blackest dye, in 
the moiith of a merely created being, and such as would excite the 
astonishment of even Satan himself I And how could Christ have 
adopted this language, if he did not possess an authority and a power 
which was one with the Father's, and independent of all superiov 
control? This allusion of Mr. Porters to the 17th of John was 
most unfortunate for his cause. I admit that Christ did pray, and 
I admit that this proves his inferiority, so far as hds humanity is 
concerned;' yet, even in this prayer, there; are several intimations 
interspersed, which, as I have already shown, lead us up to a con<f 
templation of a higher glory. 

But, in connexion with this chapter which I have been consider'^ 
ing, Mr. Porter has asked, Why did Christ pray to the Father to give 
him glory, since, if he was God, he could not acquire more glory 
than he already possessed? I ask, in reply. What does the Psalm- 
ist mean, when he says, in Psalm xix. ** The heavens declare the 
glory of God ? " I ask, If the Father is God, possessing an immense 
and immeasurable expanse of glory — a glory commensurate with 
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Infinity and everlasting as eternity, how couTd creation add' to die 
glory of the supreme and everlasting God? And yet creation does 
give glory to God. The glory, therefore, for which the Saviour 
prayed was this-— that the glory of being the Saviour and Redeemer 
might be superadded to his previous glory of being the Creator and 
Preserver of men ; so that now sXt glory, moral and natural, might 
be concentrated into one great mass, so as to form an amplitude of 
splendour, which would command the homage of the intelligent crea- 
tion of God 1^ 

Mr. Porter next rdRerred to John xii. 27 : ** Now is my soul 
troubled, and what shall J say? Father, save me from this hour: 
but for this cause came I unto this hour."— I see no difficulty what- 
ever in this text, when I recollect what IsaiaH' said, that Christ 
should make his soiil an offering fbr sin.; for when we speak of the 
atonement of the Saviour, 'we should not restrict our views to the 
offering of his body upon Calvary, but should take into account the 
agonies of bts soul, which *he endured in the garden of Gethsemanew 
But does it militate against his Deity, to say that his soul was trou- 
bled ? Do we not read in Scripture, that God is grieved and angry 
with the wicked every day ? and is it not as difficult to reconcile 
these statements with the Deity of the Father, as to reconcile the 
passage under consideration with the Deity of the Son? But if 
Christ be the highest superangelic being, I ask, Hew could his soul 
be troubled ?- And whatever answer Mr. Porter will give to thiss 
will supply me with a solution of whatever difficulty he thinks is 
connected with the Deity of Christ by this text. 

Mr. Porter referred to the fact of an angel's having strengthened 
Christ in the garden. I reply, that, if he argues that this circum* 
stance proves him to be inferior to the Father, it also proves him to be 
inferior to the angel who strengthened him; for how could a super-^ 
angelic being be strengthened by a being inferior to himself? 

Mr. Porter informed us yesterday, that he did not believe in the 
mere humanity of Christ ; and be also argued against the Deity of 
Christ, on the ground that Matthew, who was associated with 
him during his public ministry, never once mentioned his Deity. I 
beg to remark, in reply to* this, that Matthew never once asserted^ 
or gave the slightest intimation of Christ's having been a superan* 
gelic being ; so that, if Matthew's asserting one thing or the other 
be of consequence to the argument, we must admit that he taught 
the lowest Uumanitarianism ; for, even after the most remarkable of 
all the miracles which Christ performed, the exclamation of the dis» 
ciples was, " What manner of man is this, that even the winds and 
the sea obey him ? " And, in short, if we admit that any of the 
Evangelists are silent in reference to the Deity of Christ, and deduce 
an argument from their silence, it must be in favour of that doctrine 
which teaches that Christ was a mere man. 

Mr. Porter has adduced the prayers which Christ offered up to 
his Father on the cross, as evidences of the Deity of the Father 
exclusively. These prayers are recorded in Luke xxiii. 34: "Fa* 
ther, forgive them, for they know not what they do ; ** and in ver. 46 1 
f^ Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit." But I beg to re&s 
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liim to t«iro similAr prayers, offered up hj Stephen to the Saviour 
himself; in AcTSvii.59: ^'Lordjesus, receive my spirit;" andver.GO: 
" Lord, lay not this sin to their charge." And I argue, that Christ 
itoost have possessed the same ability to forgive sins, and to receive 
the soul of Stephen, as he himself attributed to the Father. We 
should consider also that Stephen was full of the Holy Ghosts when 
he ascribed to Christ the very same prerogatives, offered up the veiy 
samf prayers, in the very same language, as Christ ascribed and ad- 
dressed to his Father on the cross. Let Mr. Porter now take his 
choice, whether to believe that Stephen or Christ was the idolater 
On these occasions. 

Mr. Porter has presented before our view a beautiful description 
bf the Saviour's conduct whilst on earth, and has asked, whether it 
was such as the eternal and blessed 131 od would adopt ? To this 
question I rvply, that the line of conduct which the Saviour pursued, 
the phraseology whidh he employed, and the manner in which he 
appeared before the view of men, were such as a man should adopts 
and » a human creature would naturally assume. I believe that, 
when God was manifest in the flesh, and assumed the body of a man, 
he naturally acted so far according to the faculties of a man. It is 
wretched to be obliged to advert to such arguments as these, which 
prove nothing ; unless that they give me an opportunity to illustrate 
my positive and affirmative sentiments, in reference to the humanity 
and mediatorial character pf Christ. 

]V&. Porter has asserted in argument, that Christ taught his dis- 
ciples to confine their worship to the Father. This I deny; because 
he taught no such thing. He taught them to pray to the Father; 
but he did not teach them to direct their worship to the Father only* 
, If worship should be confined to the Father, to the exclusion of the 
Son, Stephen must have died in an act of idolatry ; the angels in 
heaven are guilty of the same sin \ and also the jostle Paul ; for he 
prayed, not only once, but three times, to Christ ; and, if he had not 
been well persuaded of his Divinity, surely, when he had received 
no answer to the first or second petition, he would not have prayed 
a second or a third time ; but would have had recourse to a higher 
power. But Paul prayed to Christ three times, and at length re- 
eeived this gracious reply : ** My grace is sufficient for thee, my 
strength is perfected in weakness." From all this I infer, that Christ 
did not direct his disciples to pray to the Father only* But it is not 
my object to prove, that Christians should not worship or pray to the 
Father : my doctrine is, " that all men should honour the Son, even 
as they -honour the Father." In heaven, as we are told in Rev. v. 
12 to 14, the saints and angels worship the Saviour. And I would 
aay to Mr. Porter, in conclusion. If you do not acknowledge the Lord 
Jesus Christ note;, as the object of worship and adoration, — and if 
you do net make him the object of your prayers now^ you will be 
constrained to acknowledge the glory and Deity of his person in the 
world (^spirits hereafter. And, ohl what an intense gratification 
would it be to my mind, were I permitted to look forward, with pro- 
phetic eye, to that great and joyful day, when Christ shall have lifted 
up his elect to blessedness and immortality, and to contemplate 
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myself as standing side by side with Mr. Porter, joining with hitn, in 
hallowed and grateful competition, in singing the anthem of the 
redeemed: " Unto him that loTed us, and washed as from our sins in 
his own blood, and bath made us kings and priests unto God and 
our Father, to him be glory and dominion, for ever and ever. Amen !** 



Mr. porter. — Before I commence my concluding observa* 
tiooSt I wish to put to Mr. Bagot a question, which I have a right 
to ask according to the rules, and to which I expect to receive an 
answer. In the course of my addresses this day and yesterday, I 
repeatedly characterized 1 John V. 7 — the text concerning " the.tiuree 
heavenly untnesses," as they are designated — as an inlerpolation, a 
forgery, and an imposture, Mr. Bagot has called on me to give in de* 
tail my proofs for that assertion. I now ask bim. Does he deny it ? 

Mr. bagot. — I am not bound to answer that, because I did not 
quote that text on my side of the question, in this discussion. If I 
quoted that text in my classification of proofs, I would then consider 
myself bound to answer the question. But, as Mr. Porter has brought 
that text before the meeting, declaring it to be an interpolation, I 
have a right still to challenge him to the production of the proofs 
in detail, by which he justifies his opinion of the text in question. 

Mr. porter. — Mr. Bagot having answered my question with 
his usual explicitness, I shall merely say, that I brought that text 
forward so pointedly, because this discussion arose out of a challenge 
given by Mr. Bagot to all Unitarians, to answer his (in his opinion) 
unanswerable pamphlet. This challenge I took up; or rather, for 
reasons already assigned, I declined to take up in his way, perform- 
ing a different mode. It was out of that "Abstract," that the 
present discussion originated. In this " Abstract,*' which I hold in 
my hand, I find a reference to 1 John v. 7, in the very first para- 
graph of the first page, and in the first line whidh contains scriptural 
quotations. After this plain statement, which it is impossible to deny, 
— for the correspondence is in print before the public, — I leave it for 
you to decide, whether I asked an impropNer or irrelevant question. 

Mr. Bagot, in his last speech, has had recourse to his usual mode 
of interpreting Scripture. He tells you that in the Lords Prayer,, 
the word our Father means the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Re- 
specting which, I shall only say, if such were th^ meanidg that our 
Lord intended to convey, it would have been well bad Mr. Bagot 
been present to assist him in mending his phraseology. 

Mr. Bagot, in the course of some strong observations concerning 
that text, "Father! I will that they may be with me,*' has introduced 
the name of Satan in connexion with that of Christ, in a way which 
I shall not characterize, as I shall certainly not imitate. It must 
be obvious to any person who reads that prayer, even with common 
attention, that the phrase " / wiir means, in this passage, the same 
as / wishf desire, or pray; and from the connexion in which the words 
^ccur, they can have no other meaning. — I turn, however, from such 
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partioiilar insUmees^ to make tome general remarks on Mr. Bagot*e 
mode of condacting his argument 

I am Qot a prophet, nor the son of a proplMt ; bat a Dissenting 
Minister, the son of a Dissenting Minister: jet having been, at one 
time of 4ny Hie, addicted to the study of theoiogy, I have made my* 
self, in some degree, acquainted with die general outtine of tho 
reasoinngB that are put forward in defence of their respective doc- 
trines, by the leading sects of the Cbristiaii world; and thereforo I 
was able to foresee with tolerable distinctness, ai^ to foretel wi& 
some degree of aocoraey, the Mne of argument wiileh my reverend 
opponent would of necessity feel himself obliged to adopt. I was able 
to tell yoo beforehand, that the scriptural passages to which he would 
refer yoa for proof of the Proper Deity ef the Ward, would not be plain, 
downright assertions of the fact, or declarations of two natures, ex« 
istiiig in one person ; and thus composing, or compounding, or inf 
some way making up, what he has elsewhere most unseripturally de- 
nominated the eomple^ person of the Mediator, I knew well enough 
such declarations wete not to be had; and therefore I knew, ihiit 
Mr. Bagot would be obliged to hunt out his doctrine by laniuendos 
and ififeitenees, and bits and scraps, and far-fetched allusions, and 
anaatural juxtapositions. And I now repeat, what I yesterday ar- 
gued in form, that these deductions, or inductions, or oooolufi^ons, 
are insufficient proofe of a doctrine, which, if true, would have been 
revealed; and, if revemled, would not have been left to be sought 
after and hunted out in the manner described. If true, it would 
have been plainly stated in Scripture, and especially by the writers 
of the New Testament; for, that they who knew our Lord, and loved 
him while he was on earth, should have observed a mystet^ious 
silenee respecting his supposed Deity, is to me inconceivable and 
incredible. 

The manner in whic^ Mr. Bagot repeated, or rather parroUei, 
the texts which he quoted in his sjpeecb of yesterday, {with a rapidity 
and volubility which, as they are not his usual style of delivery; 
struck me as being neither particularly fair towards his opponent, 
nor respectful to his auditory, nor reverent to the very serious and 
important subject before him,} as it renders it difficult for me to fol- 
low him through the whole detail of his arguments, so it happily 
renders the task less necessary. It is not likely that statements re-* 
peated, or rather parotted, so fast, that the mind could scarcely fol* 
low them, even when strained to the utmost intensity of exertion, — 
it is not likely that they can have tended much to strengthen con-*' 
viction in those who were before convinced, or to produce it in 
quarters where doubt or hesitation prevailed. Such a mode of get* 
ting through the discussion may, indeed, enable him to pM'ade a for- 
sEiidable array of texts before the eye in the printed report; but it is 
utterly useless as a means of producing any imfN'ession upon the 
persons who have come hither in the hope of hearing a serious ques* 
tion seriously debated^ in a calm and rational manner. I venture to 
affirm, that, for all the purposes of discussion and debate, he might 
as weU have given the greats part of the texts adduced in the last 
koUr of his harangue hi the onginal Hebrew or 'Greek. Such ao- 

M 



90 

aniftce, I most beg leave to tell him, is uto worthy of hhn. Heottgbl 
to be above it 

Some of his statements^ however, were of such a Bataie, that they 
demand a short notice in reply. 

Mr. Bagot laid it down as a principle, that a mediator betweea 
two parties who are at variance, must of necessity be inferior to one 
of them. Hence, in his whole mediatorial undertakinfi;', he admits 
Uiat Christ the Son was inferior to the Father. But this inferiority, 
he maintains, was only official; that is, while he acteB in this 
capacity as subordinate to the Father, he was at the same time on aa 
exact equality with him in natural and inherent dignity. Now, I 
stop not to inquice where he has learned this distinction betweea 
natural and official dignity. I wish to turn your attention to an in- 
ference which Mr. Bagot deduced from this fanciful distinction. He. 
told us that, as the New Testament contained the history of our 
Lord s mediatorial undertaking, it was natural that it should abound 
with declarations of his inferiority to the Father. Now, to my mind, 
the inference would be precisely the reverse. In writing the history of 
any illustrious personage, who for a time travelled incognito, and in 
that state was exposed to, various accidents, injuries, and insults^ 
which would never otherwise have befallen him, — and especially if 
any doubt had been entertained whether he were really the important 
personage ^hom some alleged that he was, — the historian, as a matter 
of course, would be led, at every turn of his narrative, to make strong 
and pointed allusions to the dignity of his hero, and to excite our 
admiration of the patience with which the sovereign endured the ill 
treatment that was heaped upon him by his subjects, who were un- 
acquainted with him in his assumed disguise. For proof of this, I 
could refer you to every narrative of a similar adventure; — from the 
// Bondocani of the Arabian Tales, to the travels of Charles L and 
BcTCKiNOHAM to the court of Madrid. Now, n^y friends, as the ar- 
gument of Mr. Bagot assumes, that these allusions to the inherent 
dignity of Jesus do not abound in the New Testament, while asser- 
tions and affirmations of his absolute inferiority do abound, I say, 
that simple fact proves that our Lord*s followers knew nothing of him 
in tiiat nigher natural character which Mr. Bagot claims for him. 
I diank him, therefore, for the admission, that such is the state ^oi 
tliQ evidence to be gathered from the Evangelists; and I make him 
a present of the argument which he has built upon it. 

But, after all, where has Mr. Bagot learned this assumed distinc- 
tion between the mediatorial and the personal character of our Lord P. 
'Where is it written in the New Testament, that Christ, as God,' is 
equal to the Father; as Man, he is inferior to the Father; as God 
and Man united in his mediatorial character, he is officially subor- 
dinate, but personally equal to himP No where is it thus, written. 
It is .an idea which never entered into the minds of the Writers of 
the Sacred Volume, and of which they have not given the slightest 
hint. It is an. idea full of absurdity and self-contradiction; for how 
could the unchangeable Being, who presides over the worlds divest 
himself of his inherent glory, and become for a time inferior to an- 
other person^ to.whoffl> it is supposed, he was in all respects equal 



and identical ? This would be to suppose a being to preside over 
the universe, whose nature is mutable, and in whom>by consequence^ 
his creatures could repose no confidence. 

It would be an idle task to attempt to pursue Mr. Bagot through 
that mazy labyrinth in which he entangled himself, his subject, and 
his auditors. I feel perfectly assured, that, $o far as the mere effect 
of his spoken address is concerned, it would be a waste of time and 
breath to answer arguments seriatim, which could not be individually 
effective, because they could not be individually understood. I 
shall, therefore, classify them into groups, and deal with them col- 
lectively. 

In the front were paraded some passages, in which, as Mr. Bagot 
asserted, the names and titles of the Supreme Being are ascribed to 
Christ. 

The first argument was drawn from the term Immanuel, found in 
IsA. vii. 14, and applied to our Saviour in Matt. i. 23. To under- 
stand the perfect emptiness of this argument, it is only necessary to 
read the passage in Isaiah with its context; which I shall do from 
the version of Bishop Lowth, as being much more accurate than 
that contained in King James'* translation. 

Chap. VII. 

1. In the days of Ahaz, the son of Jotham, the son of Uzziab, king of Jadab, 
Retsin, king of Syria, and Pekab, the son of Remaliab, king of Israel, came 

2. up against Jerusalem to besiege it: but they could not overcome it. And 
when it was told to the house of David, that Syria was supported by Eph- 
raim, the heart of the king and the heart of his people was' moved, as the 

.3. trees of the forest are mo?ed before the wind. And Jehovah said to Isaiah^ 
Go out now to meet Ahaz; thou, and Shearjashnb, thy son, at the end of the 

4. aqueduct of the upper pool, at the causeway of the Fuller's field. And thou 
shalt say unto him, 

Take heed, and be still: fear not, neither let thy heart be faint, 

Because of the two tails of these smokii^ firebrands; 

For the fierce wrath of Retsin, and of the son of Remaliah; 

5. Because Syria hath devised evil against thee, 
Ephraim, and the son of Remaliah, saying, 

6. *' Let us go up against Judah, and harass it; 
And let us rend off a part of it for oursel?e8; 
And. let us set a king to reign in the midst of it, 
Even the son of Tabeall " 

7. Thus saith the Lord Jehovah: 

It shall not stand, neither shall it be. 
iB. Though the head of Syria be Damascus, ; 

And tiie head of Damascus Retsin, 
Yet within threescore and five years 
Ephraim shall be broken, that he be no more a people: 

9. Though the head of Ephraim be Samaria, 
And the head of Samaria Remaliah's son; 

If ye belie?e not in me, ye shall not be established. 

10. And Jehovah spake yet again to Ahaz, saying, 

11. Ask thee a sign from Jehovah thy God; 

Go deep to the grave! or high to the heaven above! 

12. And Ahaz said, I will not ask, neither will I tempt Jehovah. And he said, 

13. Hear ye now, O house of David: 

Is it a small thing for you to weary men, 
That ye should weary my God also? 
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14. Therefore Jehotab himaelf ehall ffiye yoo a sign: 
Behold, the virgin conceiveth^ aoa beareth a sou. 
And she shall call hb name ImmantieL 

15. Bntter and honey shall be eAt, 

When he shall know to refuse wbai Is evU^ and cheoie what h good: 
16b For belbre this child shall know 

To refuse the evil, and to choose the good. 

The land shall become desolate 

By whose two kings thou art distressed. 

Now, my fnends^ i« it not manifest, that the Urth of Immanueju waa 
to be a sign to Ahaz of returniog prosperity, which was to occur^ 
and did occur, in his own day? It was for this reason, that the 
child thas promised, and given as a token of divine protectioni was 
named Immandbl (" God with «f,") because bis birth was an earnest 
and pledge that Jehovah was with his people. But the name no 
more implies the Deity of the promisea infant, than Mr. Bagot's 
same of Daniel proves him to be " God my Jui>oe," which is its 
literal English; or than mine of Jo^ proves me to be" the MBRCiFvit 
Ibhovah !" It is manifest from the passages themselves, that tUe 
name is applied to our Lord by the evangelist, in the same sense in 
which it was previously given to the child Immanuel, who was bora 
in the reign of Ahaz, because our Saviour's birth also was a pledge 
and sign of the favour of God to his people. 

It is unnecessary for me to enter into any detailed examination 
of IsA. ix. 6, because Mr. Bagot himself admitted — what his par- 
tizans are generally very reluctant to allow — that this passage is 
connected in the narrative with that in the 7th chapter, and applies 
to the same person. Novf, as the former indubitably refers, in the book 
of Isaiah, to the child whose birth was a sign to Ahaz, and took 
place in his reign ; it follows that the latter, viz. IsaiaH ix. 6, does 
not apply to our Saviour. In perfect accordance with thb statement, 
it will be found, that this passage is never quoted as a prophecy, 
nor even in any way applied to our Lord in the New Testament. 
It would be easy to show, that titles and names {iot the verse of Isa* 
ix. 6, is nothing but a name,) just as lofty as any which here occur, 
are bestowed in the Old Testament, on various personages of diif- 
tiuction. But this is rendered uunecessdiry by Mr. Bagot's ad- 
mission, that the two passages in Isa. vii« 14, and Isa. ix. 6, refer 
to the same individual. 

Another passage on which Mr. Bagot laid much stress, on this 
as on former occasions, is John i. 1, ** In the beginning tms the word, 
and the word was iviih God, and the word was God. The same was 
in the beginning with God* Ml things were made by him, and with- 
out him was not any thing made that was made.'^'-^My Rev. opponent 
acts wisely in putting this passage prominently forward in defence 
of his proposition ; for this passage, and its continuation in the 14th 
verse, afford the only instances in which the term " Word," which he 
imagines to be the proper name of the divine nature of Christ, is 
supposed to be applied to our Lord at all. For you may observe, 
— if you could attend to the voluble muster-roll of texts that were 
yesterday poured forth like a torrent into our ears, — in not one c^ 
them, save these now before us> did the phrase occur> oia which Mr. 
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Bagot lays so mueh stMsg; Strange thi^ tlie only eonect phraseo- 
logy for describing the most important and fundamental doctrine of 
the Bible^ should be found but in one solitary context^ from Gbnksis 
to RBV£tATiuN! Strange that the Sacred Writers knew so little 
about the language which they ought to employ^ for expressing their 
own doctrinesj or, rather, the heaven-taught doctrines which they 
were commissioned to record ! Pity that some champioa of modern 
orthodoxy had not been at their elbow as they wrote, to correct the 
inaccuracies of their style, and to iustrnot tbem in the phraseology 
>hich it was proper to employ ! 

On this passage of Scripture, however, now befofe us, it is worthy 
of remark, tJiat several learned men have been of opinion, that by 
the " Wardf* we are not here to understand the person of Christ, but 
the witdom of God which dwelt in him. 

But, leaving this observation out of view altogether, and allo\rin§f 
the coipmon translation to stand unaltered, the phrase, " Th$ Word 
was God," no more proves his Supreme Deity than the latig^ge> 
*^ Thds is my body, ihis is my blood,'* proves the doctrine of Transolv- 
stantiation : and as all Protestants Uiink themseJves justified in ex» 
plaining the latter phrase to mean, ** This represents my body and 
my blood," because the sense of the passage and the nature of 
things require it ; so are we bound to explain the last clause of this 
Ist verse of John in a similar sense, if we would avoid fastening on 
them a contradiction and an absurdity. Let it be observed, that 
although the same word, God, occurs twice in this verse, the phrase 
is not the same in the original. In the first instance, the noun has 
the emphatic article which limits its signification, sO that ii can 
denote no other than the Supreme Being. In the latter instance, it 
stands alone; and, of course, may be eonstrued in a wider sense-^m 
a sense similar to that in which it is so often applied to Judges, 
Prophets, and Magistrates: — as in Exoo. vii. 1, where it is given to 
Moses ; in Exoo. xxi« 6, where, in the original, it is given to the 
ordinary civil Judges; in 1 Sam. ii. 25, " If one man sin against 
another, the Judge (Heb. the God) shall judge him;*' I Sam. xxviii. 
\S,"I saw Gods (literally, a god) coming' up out of the earth** H 
is freely allowed, that in all these instances the context and circum* 
stances of the case sufficiently show that the Supreme Deity is not 
meant: and the same, t do contend, is the case in the verse before 
us; for when it is affirmed in the clause preceding, that the Word 
was with the true God, — and the same declaration is repeated in the 
clause which foHows,-^how can we^ without violating the first prin* 
ciples of criticism, for one moAiettt imagine, that the Word is the 
same God u^iVA whom he is? — the more especially, when the suppres-* 
sion of the article in the second clause manifestly marks the transit 
tion from the particular to the taate general significaUon of the term 
God! And this conclusion is rendered still more imperative when 
we read, in the 3d verse, that the creation eiected by Christ (whe- 
ther moral or material, is nothing to the purpose) was efiected by 
him as an instrument in the hands of the Most High ; for here, as else* 
where, and in all the passages where creation is ascribed to Christ, 
it is said to have been effected by him, t.e. through or by means of 
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him ; such being the pn^r meaning of the phrase^ ^d with a geni- 
tive, not iM!r6, 

i know it will be said, as it has been said, in opposition to this 
view of John i. 1, that it is incorrect to argue for any distinction 
between the meaning of the word God in the two clauses, founded on 
the absence of the article in the second instance ; since, in the latter 
clause, the term occurs in the predicate of a proposition, of which the 
subject has the article; and, therefore, as we are told, according to 
the Greek idiom, does not admit of its insertion. To show, however, 
that the Greek language does admit of the construction in question, 
I adduce the following passage from* the writings of Edsebius, a 
Greek himself, who spoke the Greek language vernacularly, and 
wrote for those who spoke it — who was a man of high rank in the 
court and confidence of the Emperor Constantine, and was also 
Bishop of Nicomedia ; one of the prelates who sat at the Council of 
Nice, and one of the most learned of all the ancient Fathers. This 
eminent individual says, upon the passage now before us : " The 
Evangelist clearly indicates the nature of the Word, by subjoining 
xai Bihg iv 6 A6yog, [and the Word was a god,] although he might 
have said, xai 6 &shg iv 6 ASyog, [and the Word was the God,] with 
the addition of the article, [before QUg, in the Greek,] if he had 
thought that the Father and the Son are one and the same, and that 
the Son is God over all.'' 

Such is the opinion of the learned Eusebius. Let those who 
think Bishop MiDDLETbN a better Greek scholar, adhere to his 
authority ! 

Another text on which Mr. Bagot seemed to lay considerable 
stress, is Jer. xxiii. 5, 6, where he says our Lord is called, '' Jehovah 
our righteousness ;" and this being a divine title, our Saviour must 
be God. Grant the inference ; and turn to Jer. xxxiii. 16, where we 
read : " In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell 
safely; and this is the name wherewith she shall be called, Jehoyah 
OUR righteousness.*' Here, then, if there be any soundness in 
Mr. Bagot's logic in the former case, the city of Jerusalem is proved 
to be the Supreme Being. 

And here I cannot help recalling to your minds Mr. Bagot's decla- 
ration, that on this principle he would be ready to maintain the proper 
Deity of Isaiah and of Peter, if he found the same terras were 
applied to them in common with God, as he thinks is the case with 
respect to Christ and the Father. Now I hold him to the spirit of 
this declaration; and I do so the more readily, because it will serve 
to show the force and cogency of those ingenious inferences which 
have been so much relied on in this discussion. 

In the passage from Isaiah which I read to you a few minutes 
since, we find (ver. 4) that it was Isaiah who spoke to Ahaz. But 
in a. subsequent verse (10), it appears that it must have been God 
himself who uttered the words; for we read there, that " Jehoyah 
spake yet again to Ahaz," clearly implying that it was he who had 
spoken before. Here then the performance of the same act is ascribed 
to Isaiah and to Jehovah; coasequently, on Mr. Bagot's principle, 
Isaiah js Jehovah! and he is bound to maintain his propel Deity ^ 
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You will remeikiber that Mr. Bftgot, after showing that the term 

Saviour is applied to Christ in Scripture, referred to Isa. xliii. 11, 

" I (un the Lord, and beside me there is no Saviour" The inference, 

— «^r deduction, — or conclusion is, that Christ is Jehovah : of course 

he has a proper Deity, But in N£Hem. ix. 27^ we read — 

And in the time of their trouble, when they (the children of Israel) cried 
unto thee, thou heardest them from heaven; ana, according to thy manifold 
mercies, Uiou ga?est tiiem Satigurs, who saved them out of the hand of their 
enemies. 

If there be any force or cogency in the former argument, all the per^ 
sons who were Saviours to the children of Israel, must have been 
divine incarnations, and each possessed of a proper Deity of his own! 

Again, in Gen. xlviii. 21, Joseph says, " God will bring you out 
of this land." — But in Exod. xxxii. 7, " The Lord said unto Moses, 
Go! get thee down! for thy people which thou broughtest out of 
the land of Egypt have corrupted themselves." The same work is 
thus ascribed to Moses and to God; and therefore Moses is perfect 
God and perfect man* 

The same inference follows much more strongly from Exod. 

XV. 26; — a passage which, I fearlessly assert, is more conclusive of 

the Divinity of Moses, than any that has been adduced in proof 

of the proper Deity of the Word : 

And HE [t.6. Moses] said. If thou wilt diligently hearken to the voice of 
the Lord thy God, and wilt do that which is right in his sight, and wilt give 
ear to his commandments, and keep aU bis statutes, I will put none of these 
diseases upon thee which I have brought upon the Egyptians: for I am the 
Lord thy God! ' 

Had such a declaration as this proceeded from the lips of Christ, 

how convincing a proof of his Supreme Deity it would have been held 

to be ! Again we read in — 

Matt. xix. 4, 5. He mlio made them in the beginning, made them male and 
female j and said, *' For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and 
shall cleave to his wife^ and they twain shall be one flesh." 

" He who made them in the beginning" undoubtedly was God; and to 

him most distinctly is the sentiment ascribed by our Saviour. But 

we find in — 

Gen. ii. 23, 24. And Adam said, * * Therefore shall a man leave his father^ 
and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife^ and they shall be one flesh. 

In this passage, the words are with equal distinctness attributed to^ 
Adam. Hence, by this " syllogism," as Mr. JBagot would call it, 
Adam is identified with the Supreme Being! I leave it to your- 
selves to decide, whether this argument does not prove the proper 
X>eity of ^dam'/dis forcibly eiS many of those passages adduced by« 
Mr. Bagot prove the proper Deity oftlte Word, 

In Exod. iii. 14, God said unto Moses, "I am that I am!" and 
in 1 CoR. XV. 10, the Apostle Paul says of himself, " By the grace 
of God, I AM THAT I AM." Thus the same thing is asserted of Paul/ 
which is elsewhere spoken of Deity; the clear inference being, that 
he is God, if Mr. Bagot s mode of making out doctrines becorrect. 

**All power is given unto me,'' says Christ : and this we are required 
to receive as.a proof of his omnipotence. " i can do all things through 
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Christ which atreiigtheiieth me," says St Paol, ut Pkil. iv. 19;-^ 
a maniC^st confiraiadoa of the iDrmer argament. 

"Thou kkowest all things: ilum kname$i ^ai I low thee!" 
■aid Peter to oor Saviour; thua, as Mr. Bagot tells us, ascribiiig to 
him omniseieoce. And the Apostle John says, in his general Epistle 
to all Cfanstiaiis, ** Ye have am uneHon/rom the Hoff One, and know 
ALL THINGS ** ( I JoHN li. SO) ; SO that all the members of the Oharch 
of Christ in the time of the Apostle, were incarnations of the Deity. 

'Christ will judge the world ; therefore, says Mr. Bagot> he is God. 
But the twelve Apostles are to judge the twelTe tribes of Israel, ac- 
cording to our Saviour's own words iu Matt* xix. 28. And the 
Apostle Paul declares, with express reference to the Church at 
Corinth, " The saints shall judge the world: " therefore they have also 
a proper Deity of their own ! 

Thus by Mr. Bagot*s sublime logiib ^e find that the city of Jeru- 
salem is God, — and Adam is God, — and Moses is God^-^and the 
Prophet Isaiah is God, — and the many Saviours of the people of 
Israel are Gody — and the twelve Apostles are God,-^and the mem- 
bers of the Church at Corinth are God,— and all the Christians in 
the days of the Apostle John are God! Mr. Bagot will, no doubt, 
be greatly obliged to me, for supplying whatever desire he might feel 
for additional persons in the Godhead. If I have not found out the 
two whom he named in that capacity, I have discovered one of them i 
and I hope he will allow, that I have done my best to furnish him 
with a res|Mctable number of substitutes for the other. Let Mr. 
Bagot go on : let him produce some more of his wire-drann infer- 
enees; incrense the agmber of these moat logical deduclioiis ad 
infinidun; and tben eit^ier admit, that all the persons referred to 
have each a proper Deity of his own; or else— have the openness 
and maoliaess to avow, that all bis scriptural aUueians, and inferences, 
and 6ne«spcin deductions, are hut empty, flimsy sophisms, — ^not wobth 
A bush! 

Mr. BAGOT.-^l wish to p»t to Mr. Porter two ^^uestions. 

Mr. PORTER.— The rules only allow the privilege of asking 
one, and I will answer no more. 

Mr. bagot. — Then I will propose my two questions in the form 
of one. 

Mr, PORTER. — If so, I shall answer only one of them* 

Mr. BA got.— I wish to ask Mr. Porter, whether I did not yester- 
day, at the dose of the meeting, offisr him a list of all the tests quoted 
in my address, which he deelinedP 

Mr. PORTER.*^Mo8t utnq^iestionabiy yoa (Sd: and I declined 
your oflfor, simply because it would have taken all the tiaie between 
the close of yesterday's proceedings, and the commencement of to- 
days, to hunt <mt and compare so many references; even without 
deducting any portion for sleep, and other necessary refreshment 

Mr. BAGOT.«»Yoii may have them still, if yoa please. 

Mr. P0RTER._I thank you; bpt I can do without them. 
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THIRD DAY, 



Mr. porter, — My frieods, such of you as were present yes- 
terday, will recollect that I brought forward several texts, embodying 
the main points of the Scripture doctrine of religious worship. 

The first class of texts to which I adverted, as supporting my 
views on the subject, were those in which God, the Father, is 
represented hy Je^us Christ as the only object of religious adoration* 

Afler adducing a number of examples containing the express 
declarations of our Saviour to this effect, I next adverted to a class 
of passages which proved that our Saviour addressed his own prayers 
to Gody the Father, only. 

From the influence which the precept and example of Christ 
ought always to have upon every person who is a member of his 
church, and professes to be his disciple, I argued that we are also 
bound to address our worship to Gody the Father, only; since we over- 
Step his express command, and go beyond his repeated and intelli- 
fible example, when we offer up prayers to any other person or 
eing than God, the Father, When we do so, we deviate from our 
adherence to that authority with which, as Christians, we are bound to 
comply. Upon these two classes of texts, therefore, I might rest the 
whole of my argument relative to the proper object of religious wor- 
ship under the Christian dispensation. I am quite sure, that, t6 any 
well-regulated mind, the reasons already adduced would be decisive on 
tbe subject. If men were not unfortunately under the influence of 
feelings imbibed in early education; if they were not imbued from' 
their childhood with prejudices and prepossessions which have grown 
with their growth, and strengthened with their strength, until they 
have become part and parcel of their mental constitution ; if it were 
not that, in many cases, they regard those opinions which they have 
long cherished as so sacred and venerable, that even to question them, 
and to bring them to the test of the declarations of Scripture, is often 
contemplated as something that is impious and awful; — I am satis- 
fied, that the express teaching of Christ — ^the doctrine of our Lord 
and Saviour, sanctioned by his uniform example, would be, as it 
ought to be, decisive on the point. 

But I have not yet done with my argument on this part of the 
subject. It is now my duty to lay before you a number of texts, 
which will show what was the influence of Christ's language and 
utfiform example i^pon those persons with whom that teaching and 
example would carry the most religious weight* I allude to his own 
immediate disciples, who were inspired by the Spirit of God ; and 
who were raisea up and qualified for the situation of teachers and 
expounders of that Gospel which Christ came to promulgate. I 
shall now, therefore, advert to a number of — 

N 
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PASSAGES WHICH PBOVE THAT THE J>ISCIPI.ES OF CHRIST AD- 
DRESSED RELIGIOUS WORSHIP TO GOD, THE FATHER, ONLY. 

In reading those passages, I shall, in order to save your time and 
my own, omit words that are not necessary to the connexion. If, 
however, I leave out any expression which may appear to militate» 
in any degree, against the sense which I attribute to the phiase, or 
to give a different signification to the context, my reverend opponent 
will, doubtless, afford you the means of correcting any erroneous 
impression that may be thus made. This general observation I make 
now, once for all : The words which I omit, I leave out solely because 
they do not bear directly on the precise point which I have in view. 

Acts iv. 24 — 30. They lifted ap their voice to God with one accord, and 
said, Lord, tdou art God ! * * And now * * grant * * that signs and wonders 
may be done by the name of thy holy child Jesus, 

The Apostles therefore prayed '^ to God,** that signs and wonders 
might be done through the name " of his holy child Jems" Words 
could not more expressly prove, that JesuSi the holy child, b not 
himself included in that address with which the prayer commences. 
In this solemn act of devotion, he is expressly distinguished from 
God. 

RoM. i. 8, 9. I thank mt God, through Jesu$ Christy for you all; that yoar 
faith is spoken of through the whole world : for God is my witness, whom I 
serre with my spirit, in the Gospel of his Son, that, without ceasing, I make 
mention of you always in mt pbiters. 

In these words also there is a manifest distinction drawn between 
God and Jesus Christ; and a proof afforded that God was not that 
very Christ, through whom God was thanked. The Apostle does 
not say one word of thanking Christ by prayer. He thanks God, 
through Jesus Christ* He does not call the Son to witness his asse- 
verations; but the God whom he serves, in the Gospel of his Son* 
The whole connexion shows, that Paul addressed his prayer to God 
alone, whom he expressly distinguishes from the Son of God. 

Rom. XV. 6. * • That ye may with one mind and one voice glorify God, 
EVEN TBB Father of our Lurd Jesus Christ, 

What God were the Roman Christians exhorted to glorify by mind 
and mouth ? Let the words of Paul himself answer the question : 
** God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ!" 

Eph. i. 16, 17. I cease not to give thanks for yon, making mention of .yon 
ill my prayers; that the God (four Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, 
may gi?e unto you the spirit of wisdom. 

Observe in this passage likewise, how the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
THE Father of glory, and not our Lord Jesus Christ himself, is 
represented as the being addressed, and to be addressed, in prajar* 

Eph. iii. 15, 16. For this cause I bow my knees ci^to the Fatubs' or 
OUR Lord Jesus Christ, of whom the whole £unUy in heaven and e^rtli is 
named, that he would grant you, &c. 

Phil. iv. 6, 7. Be careful for nothing: but in every thing, by prayer and 
supplication with thank^iving, let your requests be made known i}nto God: 
and the peace of God, which passeth all understanding, shall keep your hearts 
and minds, through Christ Jesus. ' 



The mere reading of these passages is sufficient to prove the doctrfxre 
concerning the object of primitive Christian worship, which I am 
now engaged in establishing. 

1 Thess. i. 2, 3, We give thanks to God * * for you, making mention of 
you in oar prayers; remembering without ceasing your work of faith • * in 
our Lord Jesus Christ, in the sight of odr God and Father. 

In this text the same distinction is carefully preserved, which we 
have so often shown to exist, between ** God the Father/' who 
was the object of prayer, and " our Lord Jesus Christ" Indeed the 
Apostles never fell into the absurdity of praying to any other than 
the one God. 

2 Tim. 1. 2, 3. Grace, mercy, and peace, from God, the Father, and Chrht 
Jesus our Lord. I thank God, [;^a^/v s;^&>, I am gratefal to God,] that without 
ceasing I have remembrance of tbee.in my prayers, night and day. 

Here also Paul makes and marks the same distinction between the 

Supreme Being, to whom his gratitude was expressed, and the Lord 

Jesus Christ. 

i John iii. 22. Whatsoever we ask, we receive of him (God), because \re 
keep his commandments. * * [23.] And this is his commandment, that we should 
.believe on the name of his Son Jesus Christy and love one another, as he gave us 
commandment. 

Upon this passage we might repeat the observation so frequently 
made before, that no distinction can be more clear than that which 
the early disciples uniforii\ly drew between the God whom alone 
they worshipped, and his Son Jesus Christ our Lord. 

As Mr. Bagot has relied so much on the honours paid to Christ, — 
which he has, in perfect consistency with one part of his theory, and 
in perfect opposition to another portion of it, represented as Divine 
Worship, — it seems to me, that I may usefully occupy a little of your 
time in giving a very brief outline of the doctrine of Scripture on 
that subject. 

It is, I believe, admitted by divines and scholars of all sects and 
parties, that the term " worship" both in Scripture and in other 
compositions, is susceptible of various meanings. 

In the first place, it indicates the presentation, by rational beingSt 
of their adoration and homage to the Most High God, That the 
word has this sense, admits of no doubt, nor is it denied by any one. 
It is needless, therefore, to adduce passages in support of it. 

But there is another sense, in some respects analogous, though 
in other respects distinct, in which the term is frequently employed 
in the Sacred Volume. It often means the outward manifestation 
of respect and deference to a fellow-creature^ who is superior in rank, 
station, or endowments, to the party offering it. 

Though this sense of the word is fully admitted among divines 
and theologians of every class, yet — as Mr. Bagot has throughout 
this discussion shown a tendency to admit nothing, how plain soever, 
and how freely soever allowed elsewhere, that can by possibility 
militate against his second proposition — I shall adduce a few argu- 
ments in proof. I find such in 

JosBUA V. 14. * * "'!« captain of tJie host qf the Loan am I non come.** 
And Joshua fell on his face to the earth, and did worship; and said unto hin^. 
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^ Whai $aUh my Lord utdo kU tervmtP* [15.] And the captain of the Loan's 
host taid, lie 

Danibl ii. 46. Then the king, Nebuchadnezzar, feii on hia hce, and war- 
thipped Daniel^ and said unto liini, &c. t 

Matt, xfiii. 36. The aenrant, therefore, fell down, and worMpped him 
(the king), 8ajing,<< Lord* ha?e patience with me, and I will pajr thee all!" 

LuKK xiT, 10. Tkem shdU thtm have wor$hip in the presence of them that sit 
at meat with thee. 

This Terse shows that King James' translalors understood the 
term '< worskip' with the latitude for which I contend. In the ori- 
ginal, the word is still stronger: it is ** glory" doga; the same whicii 
is used in the song of the angels at the nativity, ^* Glory to God in 
the highesU" 

Ret. iii. 7. And to the angel of the Church in Philadelphia write, ♦ ♦ • 
[9.] ** JBehold I will make them of the synagogue of Satan who say they are 
Jews, and are not, but do lie: behold, I will make them to come, and worship 
before thy feet.** 

By the angel of the churchy most commentators agree that the pastor 
or bishop is designated. 

1 CHaoH. xxix. 20. And Darid said to all the congregation. Now bless the 
Lord your God; and all the congregation blessed the Loan God of their 
fathers, and bowed down their hes^, and worehipped the Lobd and the 
hing {'T^^Kwnffav, LXX.) 

If this had been said of Christ, it would hare beett supposed to 
furnish an irrefragable proof of his proper Deity. 

Gen. xxiii. 7. And Abraham stood up, and bowed himself ('jr^tfBXvvritttf 
LXX. worshipped) to the people of the tand, even to the children of fleth. 

Gcn. xxiii. 12. And Abraham bowed down himself before the i>eople of the 
land (^tfiexuv9)<rsv, LXX. worshipped,) 

Gen. xlix. 8. Judah, thou art he whom thy brethren sliall praise; « « « thy 
father's children shall bow down before thee (^foffxut^tfoutf/, LXX. shall worship.) 

I think 1 have now established^ by these examples^ the secondary 
meaning of the term worship. If Mr. Bagot deny that it has this 
secondary meaning, he will have an opportunity of urging his objec- 
tions in his reply. Now, the question is. Whether the worship which 
was several times paid to Christ, as we read in the New Testament, 
is of this secondary kind, or whether it is of that distinctly religious 
nature which is due only to the Supreme Being. 

And upon this subject, I shall quote to you the opinion of Dr. 
Wardlaw, whose name, I suspect, will carry as much weight with it, 
in the minds of most Trinitarians, as that of Mr. Bagot's bishop. 
It is most true, as Mr. Bagot stated yesterday, that Dr. Ward- 
law is not Lord Bishop of Dromore; but, simply, an Independent 
Minister in Glasgow; a Dissenter from a Presbyterian establishment; 
and, therefore, two degrees below the humblest member in the 
lowest rank of an episcopal hierarchy. Yet I imagine, that he is 
not less distinguished as a writer, than the Right Bev. Dr. Saurin; 
who, I befieve, is my reverefnd opponent's diocesan ; but of whose 
contributions to science, theology, or Hterafure, not bfeing a universal 
reader^ 1 confess, 1 have yet to learn. Dr. Wardlaw admits, that. 
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in the iostaacefl of worship paid to Gfadal while on earth, " the kind 
and degree of the intended homage cannot with certainty be ascer- 
tained.'* If it cannot with certainty be ascertained, it cannot be 
made the foundation of an argument. 

The passages wfafch remain are those in Hba. I. 6; 2 Cor. xii. 8; 
and several in the book of Reyelations. — But he it observed, all 
these are instances of homage rendered when Christ was personally 
present 

In Heb. i. 6, God is represented as introducing the Son into the 
world, and saying, " Let all the angels worship him." — Here the 
Son is manifestly supposed to be one of the parties present. In 
2 Cor. xii. 8, the Apostle says, that " he besought the Lord thrice" 
that the thorn might depart from him; and the context (verse 9) 
renders it highly probable, that the Lord Jesus Christ is intended ; 
but it ako gives us strong reason to believe, (verses 2, 3, 4,) that 
the supplication was presented when the Apostle was caught up into 
the third heaven or *' paradise," and when he had the Lord Jesus 
standing manifest before him. It is perfectly plain, that the homage 
presented to the Lamb in the book of Revelations, was presented 
in his presence. These incidents, therefore, come precisely under 
the description of those that Dr. Wardlaw designates as " of such 
a nature, that the kind and degree of the intended homage cannot 
with certainty he ascertained;" because, when he was personally pre- 
sent, worship such as that referred to in the texts I have quoted, 
— the outward testimony of respect and reverence — would naturally 
and properly be presented to him. Nor is there any Unitarian who 
would feel the least disinclination — nay, there is none who would not 
experience the nK>st heart-felt delight and transport — in rendering to 
him this homage of their gratitude and reverence. And this, let me 
tell Mr. Bagot, and others who entertain Trinitarian views, is one of 
those sublime delights which we hope to enjoy in that heaven to 
which ^e humbly aspire, in 6rm reliance on God's mercy through 
Christ, and in total defiance of the denunciations of the Athana- 
sian creed. 

'Mr. Bagot has adduced the expression applied to Christians in 
the received translation of several of the Apostolic Epistles, us "call- 
ing upon the name of the Lord" in proof that they were in the habit 
of worshipping Christ. But I pledge my reputation as a scholar, 
that the grammatical structure will just as readily admit of rendering 
these passages differently from the common version; which, being 
made by Trinitarians, naturally favours their doctrines in most 
doubtful cases. They may be translated so that they will read ats 
follows; and thus, I think, they ought to be rendered: 

Acts iz. 14. And here he hath authority from the chief priests to bind all 
that are called by thy name. Ver. 21. Is not this he who destroyed them thai 
are called hy this name in Jerusalem? 

Acts xxii. 16. Arise, and be baptised, and wash «¥ray thy uat^iaking upon 
thyee^ his name. 

1 Co&. i. 2. Unto the Church of God at Corinth^ — with all that in every 
place are called by (he name of Jesus Christ our Lord, 

1 need not advert to Acts ii. 21 ; hecause it is sufficiently clear 
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to the attentive reader, that the word ** Lord" is there a synonyme 
for '* God:" and Mr. Bagot cannot assign it to Christ, without as- 
suming the very point in question between him and me in this dis- 
cussion. 

The only other passage to which I think it necessary to refer at 
length, is the circumstance recorded respecting the martyrdom of 
STaPHXN: 

Acts yii. 59, 60. And tbey stoned Stephen, invoking [that is, invoking Je- 
sus, whom be had just before beheld in a glorious vision, standing on the right 
hand of God, and whom he had thus ascertained to be within hearing of liis 
prayer] and saying, O Lord Jesus, receive my spirit. And he kneeled down, 
and cried with a loud voice, Lord, lay not this sin to their charge. 

Upon this last clause, Mr. Bagot seems disposed to ask, as the Jews 
had done before, Who can forgive sins, but God onlyP To which I 
answer, — as our Saviour did, — that his miracles attested that '* the 
Son of man has Q^w^iav) a commission, or delegated authority, to 
forgive sins." I may mention, moreover, that some have rendered 
the terms Ku^/g Iritfov, not " O Lord Jesus," but " O Lord of Jesus;" 
and that there is nothing in the grammatical structure of the phrase 
to militate against that translation. 

The Benedictions wherein the name of Christ is introduced, have 
been adduced as prayers presented to him by the Apostles. But 
they are not prayers at all. They are not addressed to him, nor to 
any one. They are spoken in the third person, and are merely pious 
and Christian wishes, expressed on behalf of the persons to whom 
the writings are addressed. That this is the case, is perfectly plain 
from 1 Cor. xvi. 23, 24?: " The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be 
with you. My love be with you all in Christ Jesus;" — and from 
Kbv. i. 4, 5: *< John, to the seven churches which are in Asia: 
Grace be unto you, and peace from him who is, and who was, 
and who is to come ; and from the seven spirits^ which are before his 
throne; and from Jesus Christ, who is the faithful witness, and the 
first-begotten from the dead, and the Prince of the kings of the 
earth." If, then, the benedictions in which the name of Christ 
occurs, are to be regarded as proofs of his proper Deity, — most un- 
questionably this last quoted passage will prove that the seven minis- 
tering spirits, which wait before the throne of God, are likewise to be 
regarded as persons of the Godhead. In fact, I have not the slight- 
est doubt, that, had the writer of this book mentioned ** the Holy 
Spirit f** in place of ** the seven spirits which are before the throne," 
the passage would have been adduced as a triumphant proof of the 
doctrine of the Trinity. — I have not time to enter upon a new argu- 
ment. 



Mr. BAGOT. — I will not refer to the notes which I have taken 
of Mr. Porter's last speech^ until I have brought up my arrears, by 
answering the remainder of the arguments which he yesterday ad- 
vanced. 'And I shall first allude to three or four points which I 
consider of little weighty but upon which some persons are frequently 
inclined to lay considerable stress. He alluded to a long catalogue 
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of words which have been associated with this controTcrsy ; such as 
" persons/' *' hypostases/' '* distinctions/' &c.; and he founded au ar- 
gument upon the adoption of these terms by Trinitarians^ against the 
Deity of Christ. Now, I beg to say, that these words are just as 
good as the words "omniscience/' "omnipotence/' and "omnipre- 
sence/' which Mr. Porter frequently employs, to describe the know- 
ledge, power, and presence of the Deity ; and that the latter are as 
unscriptural as the former. But I did not come here to argue about 
words. It has been well . remarked, that " Logomachy is unworthy 
of a lover of truth;" and to enter upon a discussion about mere 
words, would be a ludicrous occupation of our time, I did not come 
here to argue about the meaning of such terms; but about the doc- 
trines contained in the propositions printed in the placard of the 
subject of discussion, and of the regulations, which have been mutu- 
ally assented to; and I shall not suffer myself to be drawn beyond 
the confines of these propositions. 

In another remark of Mr. Porter's, he produced a list of brother 
Unitarians, which I do not think there was any necessity to bring 
forward. He spoke of Price and Priestley — of Belsham and of 
Bruce. Now, I wish to ask whether, when Mr. Porter introduced 
the names of these individuals before this auditory, he was aware of 
all the sentiments which they entertained and published. Was he 
aware tJbat Dr. Priestley, in the Theological Repository, Vol. IV. 
p. 435, under the signature of" Pamphilus," published the following 
doctrine? 

When Christ is said to bave had no sin, we must restrict the meaning of 
the expression to bis being free from overt acts of iniquity, something that all 
the world would condemn as base and wrong. 

Was he aware that Belsham, in his Calm Enquiry, p. 190, has pro- 
mulgated the following sentiment? 

Whether this perfection of character in public life, combined with the 
general declarations of his freedom from sin, establish, or were intended to estab- 
lish, the fact, that Jesus, through the whole course of his private life, was com- 
pletely exempt from all the errors and failings of human nature, is a question 
of no great intrinsic moment, and concerning which we have no sufficient data 
to lead to a satisfactory conclusion. 

O Christ ! is it possible, that intellects such as these should have 
arisen in the eighteenth century after thy crucifixion, to give the lie 
to that only problem, which Jehovah and the Devil are united in 
substantiating by their concurring testimony; for the everlasting 
Father proclaimed, at the baptism of the Saviour, " This is my be- 
loved son, in whom I am well pleased;" and Satan himself was 
constrained to acknowledge that he found nothing in him, and to 
recognise him as the holy and immaculate Son of God ! 

I ask, also. Was Mr. Porter aware, when he mentioned the name 
of Dr. Bruce, that respected individual, who is now in this assembly, 
of the canon of interpreting Scripture which that writer has broached ? 
Was he aware that Dr. Bauc^ lays it down as a principle, that no 
doctrine of Scripture is of primary and essential importance, unless 
it be revealed by all of the four Evangelists ? Upon this principle, 
how easily could I yesterday have replied to Mr. Porter's arguments 
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from Mark xiii. 32, by timplj saying, that the doctrine of the limited 
knowledge of Christ is not essentia), since this passage which teaches 
ihat doctrine occurs in only two of the Evangelists P But do I now 
enjoy the privilege of lifting up my voice to the glory of Christ, 
within these walls which have so frequently re-echoed to the eloquent 
— ^wonld that I could add, the evangelical — discourses of that vener«» 
able and venerated individual ! Methinks it would now impart to 
my soul the highest and most intense satisfaction, which, as a Chris- 
tian, I could experience, if God would inform me, by the revelation 
of his Spirit, that it was so ordained, in the arrangements of his pro- 
vidence, that the respected man to whom 1 refer should have survived 
the term of his ordinary ministerial activity, in order to have, as it 
were, a respite time in which he might renounce his former principles, 
so as to derive comfort from that sweet invitation of the Saviour, 
which is mentioned by only one Evangelist, " Come unto me, all ye 
that are weary and heavy laden, and I will give you rest; " and from 
those glorious declarations of Christ, which are recorded in the 10th 
of John, " I am the door" — ** I am the good shepherd: the good 
shepherd giveth his life for the sheep " — " I am the good shepherd, 
and know my sheep, and am known of mine;" and those other pre- 
cious " I AM s,*' which are recorded by the beloved disciple, and which 
so often minister sweet consolation and encouragement to the meek 
and humble follower of the Lamb 1 

Mr. Porter has asserted over and over again, that the doctrine of 
the Deity of Christ is so mysterious and awfully sublime in its na- 
ture, that, if true, it ought to have been written in such visible charac- 
ters, that he who runs may read; and to have been revealed so con- 
spicuously, as to produce immediate conviction. As to the doctrine 
of the Deity of Christ illuminating every page of Scripture, [ main- 
tain that, in a general sense, it does: this I have already proved, and 
iiill advance further proofs of the same. But I deny that the evidence 
for the Deity of Christ is of such a kind, as irresistibly to produce 
conviction; for — mark what I say! — there is a difference beti^'een 
(Evidence which is sufficient to convince, and evidence which is so over- 
whelming as that it must necessarily and unavoidably produce con- 
viction. Were not, for instance, the miracles which Christ performed 
efficient to convince the Jews that he was the Messias P Certainly 
they were. But did they, in all cases, acttuilly produce this con- 
viction P Certainly they did not; for many of the Jews rejected the 
testimony which he offered. So also the heavens sufficiently declare 
tiie existence of a God ; yet the atheist refuses to submit to their 
testimony. Hence, you perceive what a difference there is between 
evidence being sufficient to prove a doctrine, and its actually produ- 
cing conviction of the truth of that doctrine in the minds of those to 
whom it is addressed. I might as well argae against the Messtaship 
of Christ, as against his Deity; because his miracles did not produce 
conviction in the minds of all those who witnessed their performance. 
So that the actual production of conviction, is not a necessary proof 
of the validity of an argument; or else Christ and his apostles were 
bad reasoners. But let me illustrate the principle which I am now 
eonsidering, by a reference to natural things. For instance: the 
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istm, which shines with majestie splendour in the expanse above^ is 
the great centre of the universe, around which the earth and all the 
planets revdlve; but it has been ascertained only within the last few 
centuries that this is the fact, and that the sun does not move round 
the earth. Now, might not some person have argued, on Mr. Por- 
ter's principles, that a doctrine isuch as this, which now constitutes the 
elementary axiom of astronomy, ought to have been written with such 
perspicuity and overpowering splendour upon the visible heavens, that, 
when Adam first opened his eyes upon the glory of creation, he would 
have imbibed an immediate conviction of this great and important 
truth ; so that it would not have been left exposed for centuries to 
the a priori objections of bad philosophy ?-— But to retnm to the sub"^ 
ject itself, I ask, when Mr. Porter speaks of statements respecting 
the Deity of Christ necessarily and irresistibly producing conviction, 
is he aware of what an evil heart of unbelief there is in man by na^ 
ture P Is he aware that as no man speaking by the Spirit of God calU 
eth Jesus accursed; so no one can say that Jesus is the Lord (K^^/ov)^ 
but by the Holy Ghost P 

I shall now make some remarks upon the texts which Mr. Porter 
has advanced. The first I shall alluae to, is Matt. xxvii. 46: "My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me P " To his argument from 
this passage, I reply, that Christ became man, in order to be made a 
eurse for us. Now, part of the curse consisted in losing communion 
with God ; as Adam, when he sinned, was driven from that state of 
neighbourhood with God which he enjoyed in Paradise. As the 
Deity of Christ could not be forsaken of the Father, or lose com- 
munion with him, and could not be made a cmve, — for, as God, he 
is one with the Father, — ^he assumed our nature, in order to become 
capable of being made a curse in this point of view. As to Christ's 
using the address, '* My God, my God," it is easy to reply, that, 
as we are told in Gal. iv. 4, he was made under the law, it must 
necessarily follow, he was made under the lawgiver. He became 
man, in order to be made under the law. From eternity, he waa 
neitlier under the law, nor under the lawgiver! be came Into a legal 
relationship to his Father, only when he became incarnate; for, 
mark the force of the word " made." It is also evident from Johpt 
XX. 17, where Christ is represented as saying, " I ascend unto my 
God, and your God," that the words *' my God " are assumed by 
Christ as appKcable to htmself in a different sense fimn that in which 
the words " your God " are applicable to Christians. 

In order to obviate the force of our Saviour's declaration in John 
X. 30, *' I and my Father are one," Mr. Porter referred to die prayef 
which he offered up in behalf of his people, in John xvii. 21, 23: 
^ That they all may be one, as thou. Father, art in me, and I in thee, 
that they also may be one in us. * * * I in them, and thou in me, 
that they also may be made perfect in one ;" and he argued that the 
unity or oneness of the Son with the Father, is precisely the same as 
that which is spoken of in the latter passage. To this argument I 
reply, by requesting yon to mark the force of the word *' made,'' 
when he prays that his people ''may be made perfect in one;' 
whereas he says, m reference to himself, not " I and my Father ara 

O 
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made one/' but " I and my Father an one ;*' showing that the one \$ 
a natural, the other a created union. I also reply^ that it is a com' 
mon prinGiple of philosophy admitted by all, that similar causes 
should produce similar results. If, therefore, the union between 
believers and the Father and Son be the same as that which subsists 
between the Father and the Son, they should be able to demonstrate 
its sameness by a similar mode with Christ. ^ He demonstrates the 
nature of his union with the Father by doing the same things which 
the Father does — by quickening whom he will, as the Father quick- 
eneth whom he will — and by demanding that all men should honour 
the Son even as they honour the Father. Can Christians, then^ 
quicken whom they will ? Can they claim to be honoured, even as 
the Father is honoured P — and can they do the same things which 
the Father doth ? All these must be the natural consequences, if 
the two unions are similar, as like causes must produce like results. 
But as no one can have the hardihood to say, that all these powers 
and prerogatives are possessed by every member of the church of 
Christ, Mr. Porters argument consequently goes for nothing. — 
Would that he experienced something of that delightful fellowship 
with the Father and the Son, which every humble believer enjoys ; 
and he would then have an experimental interpretation within his 
own breast of what the Saviour means when he prays that his people 
may be one in him and his Father, even as he and his Father 
are one! 

In the last address which Mr. Porter delivered yesterday, he 
proposed this question. How could the eternal God divest himself 
of his inherent and essential glory, and come down into a state of 
humiliation upon the earth P I ask, in reply. When did I teach such 
a doctrine P So far from delivering such an opinion, I hold that no 
change can take place in the essential majesty and glory of Jehovah. 
When an eclipse of the sun is produced by the intervention of the 
opaque body of the moon, is the sun shorn of his brightness and 
bis splendour P Does he not still continue elevated upon his throne 
of glory, — the same bright monarch of the material universe, as when, 
fresh from bis Makers hands, he disclosed, by his new-born lustre, 
the engaging loveliness of creation P And so it was when the God- 
head of the Saviour tabernacled in the flesh : there took place, as it 
were, an eclipse of his divinity; the vail of his humanity was drawn 
over the greatness of his essential glory ; and all this was done in 
compliance with the infirmities of our nature ; for had the Saviour 
appeared with a full manifestation of his essential Godhead, as no 
roan can look upon the face of Deity and live, our vital spirits wouldi 
have been not merely absorbed, but annihilated, by a lustre they 
never could have borne. And as to describing the Saviour's mani- 
festation in the flesh by the phrase of " coming down from heaven," 
I should wish to know what Mr. Porter understands by the declara^ 
tion contained in Gen. xi. 5: '' Jeh'bvah came down to see the city 
and the tower which the children of men builded ;" for is not this 
passage as plausible an argument against the Deity of Jehovah as a 
similar form of description can be against the Deity of Christ P 

I now proceed to consider the remarks which Mr. Porter has 
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made upon Isa. vii. 14: "Therefore^ the Lot^ himself shall g^ve 
you a sign: behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and 
shall call his name Emmanuel." And how did Mr. Porter meet my 
argument for the Deity of Christ from this passage ? He placed an 
uninspired work, written by Bishop Lowth, in juxtaposition with 
the authority of the inspired Evangelist Matthew, and actually 
attributed a higher degree of authority to the former. In answer to 
this, I refer you to Matt. i. 22, 23: ** Now all this was done, that it 
be fulfilled which tvtis spoken of the Lord by the Prophet, saying. 
Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and 
shall call his name Emmanuel, which, being interpreted, is, God 
with us." Now, mark the mode in which Matthew introduces 
this prophecy. He does not merely say, " Then was fulfilled,'* but 
'' All this was done that it might he fuljfilled," Whether the former 
phrase might or might not have been accounted for, as merely indi- 
cating an allusion to the prophecy, upon the loose principle of 
accommodation adopted by Unitarians, the latter phrase cannot be 
so explained aw^y. This introduction, therefore, ''All this was 
done that it might be fulfilled," clearly proves that the fact referred 
to is the actual and precise accomplishment of the prophecy about 
to be quoted. But let me keep the Hebrew of Isaiah out of view 
altogether, and argue from Matthew's interpretation of the name 
Emmanuel. He explains this designation as implying, that Christ 
is " God with us*' das^* ^/mmv 6 ®s6g, in which the preposition fiira, 
denotes personal presence), which explicitly asserts his Deity. And 
whilst I am engaged with this passage, I would beg you to consider 
it in contrast with Zech. xiii. 7: "Awake, O sword, against my 
shepherd, and against the man that is my fellow, saith the Lord of 
hosts." The words rendered, " the man that is my fellow," might 
be rendered, " the man that is with me ;" and I would add, that the 
Hebrew term translated '^ fellow/* is of the same root as the word 
translated " Emmanuel," in Isa. vii. 14. And now, observe the con* 
tra8t,^-a human creature speaks of (Christ (as in Isa. vii. 14 and 
Matt. i. 23) as ". God with us ;" whereas, God the Father speaks of 
Christ (as in Zech. xiii. 7) as " the man with him." So that we have 
here, on the one hand, the testimony of an inspired Prophet and 
Evangelist to the Deity of Christ, and, on the other hand, the testi- 
mony of Jehovah the Father to the humanity of Christ. 

The next passage to which Mr. Porter alluded was Isa. ix. 6: 
** For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given ; and the 
government shall be upon his shoulder; and his name shall be called 
Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, the everlasting Father, 
the Prince of Peace." But in his remarks upon this text, he over- 
looked the title, " Mighty God," altogether. I therefore beg to 
remark, that this is a proper title of Jehovah, as distinguished from 
all false gods; as is evident from the following passages: Deut. 
3C. 17, "The Lord your God is a mighty God" &c.; Isa. x. 21, 
" The remnant shall return unto the Mighty God" kc, ; Neh. ix. 32, 
** Now, therefore, our God, the Great, the Mighty," &c.; Jeb. xxxii. 
18, " The Great, the Mighty God, the Lord of hosts, is his name," &c. 
So that, whatever principle Mr. Porter may adopt, in order to ncu- 
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tralize the force of tkis title when applied to Ckrist in Isa. ix. 6, wi?tj, 
by a parity of reaiooing^ dilate and neutralize its import when ap- 
plied to Jehovah in these four passages to which I have referred, 
j^ut, however, he asserted that there is no authority for applying Isa. 
ix. 6 to the Saviour. In reply to this, I beg to refer him to Matt. 
iv. 14, 16, where the previous context of this passage (ver. 1 and 2) 
are expressly quoted as having their fulfilment in the personal 
ministi^ of Chnst: " The land of Zabulon, and the land of Nepfatha- 
lim, by the way of the sea, beyond Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles: 
the people which sat in darkness, saw great light; and to them which 
sat in the region and shadow of death, light is sprung up." 

But while I am occupied with this passage of Scripture^ I wish 
to make a remark which applies bo^ to it, and to other passages 
which contain a description of the Saviours person. 1 hold that the 
person of Christ, as Mediator, is a complex person, — God and man. 
I therefore expect to find, when I open the Bible, that those pas- 
sages which contain a description of his person should be of a comvlex^ 
structure, corresponding with the complexity of the person descrioed. 
For instance: in Isa. ix. 6, 1 find this to be the case; for the first two 
clauses of the passage, " Unto us a child is born, unto us a son is 
given,*' describe his humanity; and the remainder of the verse de- 
scribes his Deiiy. So also m Mal. iii. 1, he is first described, in 
reference to his Deity, as "the Lord coming to At^ temple;" then he 
is described, in reference to his mediatorial character, as " the Mes- 
senger of the covenant;" and then these two references to the condi- 
tion of the Saviour are combined into one personal reference, by the 
use of the pronoun '* he " in the concluding member of the verse, — > 
*' even he iiiall come, saith the Lord of hosts.** — So also in Heb. i. 
8, 9, we find another complex description of his complex person; for 
the 8th verse refers to his Deity, " Thy throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever;" and the 9th verse refers to his humanity, in reference to which^ 
it is said, " Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; there- 
fore God, even thy God, bath anointed thee with the oil of gladness 
above thy feUowe." Now, when I read this portion of the word of 
God, I do not apply to its interpretation Mr. Porter s principle, 
which he has borrowed from the algebraic doctrine of positive and 
negative quantities. I do not employ the 9th verse, in order to neu- 
tralise the 8th. / believe both deelaratiom to be true. 

Mr. Porter yesterday maintained, in order to weaken my argu- 
ment from the application of the title " God" to Christ, that this 
title is frequently given in Scripture to confessedly created beings. 
In reply to this, I answer, that, admitting it to be the fact, yet if it 
weakens or dilutes the force of my arguments for the Deity of the 
Son, from the application of this title to him,— it must, on a similar 
principle, weaken the force of the argument for the Deity of the 
Father, derived' from the application of the title ** God" to him* As 
an instance of this subordinate use of the title God, Mr. Porter 
referred to Exob. vii. 1 : «< And the Lord said unto Moses, See, I 
have made thee (or appointed thee) a God (or Elohim) to Pharaoh ; 
and Aaron thy brother shall be thy prophet. Thou shalt speak all 
that I command thee." But upon this text I reouirki that it is quite 
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absurd to place it on a level with the instaoces of the application of 
the title " God" to Christ, which I have adduced. Here the officicd 
sense in which Moses was to be made '< a God," is limited to Pharaohi 
and explained to mean that, in the same sense in which ^Aaron was to 
be a prophet to Moses, so was Moses to be " a God" to Pharaoh. 
And so far from the application of the term implying the investiture^ 
of Moses With any thing like an independent authority, power, or 
prerogative, it is expressly stated that Moses was^' to speak all thai 
God commanded him." And on reverting to Exod. iv. 16, we find a 
passage precisely parallel to this, which gives it this explanation; 
*< And he (Aaron) shall be thy spokesman unto the people: and he 
shall be, even he shall be to thee instead of a mouth, and thou shalt 
be to him instead of God. But I ask, was Moses in the habit of act- 
ing as if he were a Deity? Surely not: and I may remark, that, 
when on one solitary occasion he had spoken unadvisedly with his 
lips, and had thereby abstracted from the glory of Jehovah^ he be- 
came the subject of the Divine displeasure, and was excluded from 
the promised land, as a punishment of his presumption. The com- 
mands of Moses were always prefaced by *' thus saith Jehovah" and 
" Jehovah hath commanded me" Christ, on the other hand, never 
adopted this style of inferiority: he never says, *< thus saith Jehovah:" 
he always acts and speaks upon his own authority, and in all things 
exhibits himself to his creatures as Lord of all. Observe, for instance^ 
the language which he adopted in the Sermon on the Mount : ** Ye 
have heard tliat it hath been said to them of old time (for so it is in 
the Greek), thou shalt not steal; but I say unto you" Here he con- 
trasts his legislative authority with that of Jehovahj delivering the 
ten commandments to the Israelites. 

The next instances of an alleged application of the term *' God ** 
to creatures, to which Mr. Porter referred, were in Exod. xxi. 6: 
*< Then his master shall bring him unto the judges" (in the Hebrew 
it is *' Elohim"); — and 1 Sam. ii. 25: ** If one man sin against an- 
other, the judge (in Hebrew, ** Elohim ") shall judge him." In both 
of these passages, Mr. Porter asserted that the term *' Elohim," or 
** God," is appHed to the judges of Israel. I deny this; and I assert, 
that no proper instance of the application of this title to the judges 
can be adduced. Does not Mr. Porter know, that the Jewish gov- 
ernment was a Theocracy? — that God himself was Judge and 
King? and that he was ever regarded as presiding in the Jewish 
courts of law? And, if you look to Exos. xviii. 14* — 19, you will 
find the judicial process explained upon this principle : " And when 
Moses' father-in-law saw all that he did to the people, he said. What 
is this thing that thou doest to the people? Why sittest thou thyself 
alone, and all the people stand by thee from morning unto evening? 
And Moses said unto his father-in-law. Because the people come 
unto me, to inquire of God^ When they have a matter, they come 
unto me, and I judge between one and another; and I do make them 
know the statutes of God, and his laws. * * * Be thou for the people 
to God ward, that thou may est bring the causes unto God" — So that, 
upon the principle that God was Judge and King, whenever an Is- 
ratflite brought hb cause into the court, he was considered as bring- 
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ing it before the great Judge and King. I would here add, that the 
word '< Elohim," in both the passages under consideration, is trans- 
lated in the Septuagint as denoting the Supreme Being ; and the 
Vulgate, Syriac, and Arabic versions of 1 Sam. ii. 25, translate 
** Elohim," not as ^* Judge," but as the ** Supreme God." And these 
authorities are at least as good as Mr. Porter s. 

But let me a little farther examine this objection, derived from 
the application of the title " God" to creatures. // this title were 
given by Manga h and his wife, when their feelings were over- 
whelmed with fright and alarm, to a created angel, am I to set up 
such authority as this against the authority of the Holy Ghost, who 
applies the same title to Christ? Or, if i find the witch of Endor, 
when terrified by an apparition, giving the title of " God " to a ficti- 
tious or real being, am I to confront this fact with the instances of 
the application of the same title by the Holy Spirit to our Saviour, 
in John i. 1, and Heb. i. 8, and thus set up the authority of a witch 
against the authority of the Holy Ghost? Aglain: when J.adduce 
in argument the two instances of an application to Christ of the 
titles '* King of kings, and 'Lord of lords," which are recorded* in 
Rev. xvii. 14«, and xix. 16, and which are the same as those applied 
to the Father,. upon Mr. Porter's principles, in 1 Tim. vi. 15; I am 
answered, forsooth, as I have been answered, that the argument is 
worth nothing, because Artaxerxes styled himself *' King of kings." 
But I answer, If Artaxerxes chose to give himself the nickname of 
** King of kings," — if he chose, in the pride of his heart, to set up his 
authority against the authority of God, — am I to admit this as a pa- 
rallel case with the ascription of the title of " King of kings " by 
the Holy Ghost to our Saviour? Does the Holy Ghosts do you thinf , 
apply the titles of* King of kings, and Lord of lords," as nicknames 
to our Saviour? But I am driven almost upon the very verge of 
blasphemy, in endeavouring to answer such arguments as I am now 
referring to! I shall conclude this point, by reading a note upon 
the subject, to the following e£Pect: — The simple and correct way of 
trying the value of the objections advanced against the Deity of 
Christ, from the application of the name of *< God " to confessedly 
created beings, is to examine the alleged instances by a plain gram- 
matical principle, which is this: That we are always to understand 
words in that sense in which the speaker or writer etnploys them, and 
then to decide upon the correctness of that sense accoraing to the com- 
petency of the judgments of those who so employ the words in ques- 
tion. Now, apply this principle to Psalm Ixxxii. 6, 7 : '* I have 
said. Ye are gods, and all of you are children of the Most High ; but 
ye shall die like men, and fall like one of the princes." Here we at 
once perceive, that the Psalmist has used the term in an ironical — 
or, I might say, in a ludicrous — sense. Apply the principle also to • 
1 CoR. viii. 5 : *' Though there be that are called gods, whether in 
lieaven or in earth (as there be gods many, and lords many)." Here 
it is evident, that the Apostle is speaking of those who were gods in 
the estimation of their worshippers \ and we know that the Heathen 
were grossly incorrect in their use of the word " God." On the 
OTHER hand, apply the same principle to John i. 1 : ^< The Word 
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was God;'' or to Rom. ix. 5: "Of whom, as concerning the flesb, 
Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever.*' In these in- 
stances, we Bnd the Holy Ghost, by the instrumentality of the Apos- 
tles, giving the title " God" to Christ; and we cannot suppose that 
he gives the title to him in an ironical sense, or in a subordinate 
sense (for in each passage there are concomitant expressions, which 
show that the title is used in its strict and proper sense). Thus, the 
question resolves itself into this i Are we to suppose that the Holy 
Ghost was an incompetent judge as to the correct application of this 
title? Are we to reject his testimony as to the Deity of the person to 
whom he thus gives the name of God, in the same manner as we 
reject the testimony of the Heathen, as to the Deity of those real or 
fictitious creatures to whom they gave the title? The answer is 
easy; and this view of the subject places it in its proper light. 

I would also remark, that the Greek word 0go( Is not represented 
In the New Testament as being applied, by any competent authority, 
to any confessedly created being; and also, that the contrast insti- 
tuted by Unitarians between passages in which the title '* God " is 
applied to creatures, and those in which it is applied to Christ, 
might as well be instituted between the same, and those passages in 
which it is applied to the Father.. Why should our opponents be 
allowed the advantage of a tacit admission, that the title Is applied, 
in every case, in a strictly proper sense, to the Father? We do not 
deny the true Deity of the Father; but we fairly argue, that every 
objection advanced against the Deity of the Son, Is an equally 
valid objection against tne Deity of the Father. 

Mr. Porter next referred to Jer. xxiii. 5f6: " Behold, the days come, 
saith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a righteous branch, and a 
King shall reign and prosper, and shall execute judgment and justice 
in the earth. In his days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell 
safely; and this Is his name whereby he shall be called. The Lord 
(or Jehovah) our Righteousness." In order to evade the argu- 
ment for the Deity of Christ, which I derived from the application 
to him of the name, " Jehovah," In this passage, Mr. Porter argued, 
that I might as well believe in the Deity of Jerusalem, because the 
same title is applied to that city in Jer. xxxiii. 15, 16: " In those 
days, and at that time, will I cause the Branch of Righteousness to 
grow up unto David; and he shall execute judgment and righteous- 
ness In the land. In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem 
shall dwell safely; and this Is the name wherewith she shall be called. 
The Lord (or Jehovah) our Righteousness." 1 would like to 
know if Mr. Porter has forgotten his Hebrew? Is he not aware, that 
the words, ** she shall be called," in the latter psLsaage, are a mis- 
translation ? He said a good deal. In the course of this discussion, 
upon the subject of bad translations ; but he has not hesitated to 
argue from a mistranslation, when he considered It to be in his favour, 
and suitable to the defence of his opinions. Allow me, now, to give 
the true rendering of this passage. It may be either translated thus, 
'* And He who shall call her is Jehovah our Righteousness ;'* or thus, 
'* This is the name whereby He shall be called (or by which one shall 
call him) Jehovah, our Righteousness." The latter translation is 
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adopted bj the Vuloatb and the Syriac version, and is constructed 

on the principle of understanding the personal pronoun rn* to be the 

masevline in the Chaldaic form^ which is of frequent occurrence in 

the Old Testament Dr. Pyb Smith's translation of this passage is 

as follows: 

^ Aad this is He who shall call to her, 
Jehovah oar Kighteousness." 

I may here remaric, in addition to the above, that the passage 
extending from verse 14 to 26, is wanting in the Aldine, Vatican, 
and Alexandrine copies of the Septuagint; but in two M.SS. it 
stands thus-* 

1. Ka/ mfro rh lifOfjM o seXvi^^tfcrot/, K^^/o; dtxouoffxwi if^w : ^' This the 
name which shall be called, The Lord our Riglueousness.** 

2. Kcti Ttluro rh ovo/jm S xaXstfis/ aur^v, K^^iog dtxatog (fvv Tifjuvx '* And 
thia the name which he shall call her, the righteous Lord with us ;" 
understanding the last word, in this latter versions, to be a commemo- 
rative indication of the presence of the righteous Lord with his 
Church. 



Mr. porter. — I will exercise my privilege of putting a ques- 
tion to Mr. Bagot, to which I hope to receive, what I have not yet 
received on former occasions, a plain and direct answer. Mr. Bagot 
has asserted, in the hearing of you all, that, in order to enable Christ 
to exercise and execute the functions of his office, it was necessary 
that he should lose communion with God ; and, therefore, that he 
did lose communion with God. I now ask Mr. Bagot, How did 
Christ lose communion with God, without being sinful ? 

Mr.BAGOT.—^My words were simply these: Christ assumed hu* 
man nature, in order that he might, in reference to that human nature, 
become capable of losing communion with God ; for, in reference to 
his divine nature, he could not lose communion with God. 

Mr. PORTER. — My friends, if I was desirous to signalize my- 
self as a master of declamation, I should be obliged to Mr. Bagot 
for the speech now delivered; for never was there a fairer opportunity 
afforded to man of showing how completely an opponent's own 
statements could be retorted on himself, than that which is now pre- 
sented to me. What a display might I not now make, if I could 
descend to the arts of vulgar oratory, in the advocacy of my cause ! 
But to such means I never shall resort* 

I must strongly object to Mr. Bagot's introduction of the name 
of that venerable man before us (Dr. Bruce), my predecessor and 
my friend* I object to this allusion as being personal, to one 
who had no opportunity of speaking ibr himself, to correct what 
might be a misrepresentation of his sentiments, or to set him- 
self right before this assembly. It was unkind and uncourteous, 
on the part of Mr. Bagot, to take advantage of the accidental 
drcumstance of otnr carrying on this discussion within these walls, 
in order to make a clap-trap allusion to that venerable man. — 
Sach acts may have their effect on a few unthinking minds ; but 
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«fery one of sense end understaii4mg will disregard them. I itoigirt 
hare taken advantage of the ciroumtanoe of my being the Miskter 
who usuaUy addresses a congregation from this place, in order to 
give effect to my airgaments; but I would not do so, beeause I diis- 
dain such arts. I felt from the first that the allnaion in ijpiestmi was 
irregalar ; but I did not intemtpt Mr. Bagot : for I would not have 
it aaid» that I, or the venerable indiddoal whom he has bo unhand- 
somely dragged before you, had any thing to fear from all that he 
oottid say. 

Mr. Bagot quoted two paasagea from Paibstlsit and Bslsham, 
in which these writers have expressed their opiabns ef the poasifaility 
of the sinfiilness of Christ's human natare; bat after iSieanswer whcch 
he has given to my question, I leave it to yourselves to judge whether 
such allusions are serviceable to his cause. Has not Mr. Bagot htmi> 
self declared, that ** Christ lost communion with God? " Never did I 
hear from the Hps of a Unitariaa-^-never before did I hear-«»such an 
aspersion cast upon the Lord Jesus ! Oh ! if such an expresskm had 
proceeded from the lips of a Unitarian, or had been ushered into the 
world by a ODitarian press, or by a Unitarian writer, how the apofr- 
taay wodd have been trumpeted forth, and how its authors would 
have been held up to execratioa, m persons utterly unwovthy of 
enjoying either part or lot in the advantages of Christian fellowsfatp! 

Mr* Bagot, ^ter very eharkably imputing to me, and to those who 
agree with me, ^ cm evil hemrt cf unbelief,** peoeeeded to offer op a 
pnayer similar to that vrfaich he presented on behalf of my venerable 
ftiend-^a prayer whidi I would characterize, as Robebt Hai.l did 
one by Bishop* Ho rsbly, as offered up to the throne of grace in the 
spirit of aa indictment. After this charitable prayer, he naturally 
enough proceeded to misrepresent what I deliveced ia my address ti 
yesterday, in a way that I did not expect. In my closing address of 
yesterday, the greater part of which I happily had previously written 
down, so tba( I am able from the paper before me to read the exact 
words which I employed, J made the following statement respecting 
the reasoning of Mr. Bagot in support of the proper Deiiy s/ tm 
Word, from the supposed application of divine names and titles to our 
Saviour* 

•^ Tke^fint aigsmt nt was drawn from €be tsrm lMMAVcEi»,foond in fei. viL 14^ 
and applied to our Saviour in Matt. i. S3. To imdcntaad the perfect empti- 
ness of this argument, it is only necessary to read the passage in Isaiah, with 
its context; which I shall do from the version of Bishop Lowth, as beiii^ 
amiih more acoamte than that contained in i^ng James' translation. 

"Chap.VII. 
'' In the days of Ahaz, the son of Jothaniy the son o^" ficc. 

These were my very words. Yet you hwwm seen and heard how Mr. 
Bagot asserted, that I poised the Bible in one hand, and Bishop 
LowTfl in the other; and that I weighed the aathofity of Lowtn 
against the aiftthority of Scripture, and gave the preponderance to 
the Cbnaar. Now, I ask, is this fair? Did I not appeal to the authority 
of Scripture^ and of Scripture alone? It is true i am above pin Sing 
my faith oa King Jaanes' translation as a critical standard. I took 
Lowth'b as l»eing the best translation I could procure. It was toi 

P 
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the Scripturei, however, that I appealed, and not to Lowth. I have 
done 80 no more, in this instance, than he has done in a variety of 
others, when he adduced other authorities against the renderings of 
the (so called) authorized version of the Bible. In the present case^ 
it is quite manifest that I no more appealed to Lowth against the 
authority of Scripture, than he appealed to King James' translators, 
in opposition to the authority of Scripture; the two cases are per- 
fectly parallel. 

Mr. Bagot has told us that the name which occurs in Isa. ix. 6, 
and is there translated "The mighty God," is in the original, 
*id:i*bK, (EL-GiBboR,) a title which elsewhere designates the Su« 
preme Being. I know it is. And what does this circumstance prove? 
The words, though arranged in a different order, are just the same 
that make up the name of the angel GaBRi-CL, which has precisely 
the same signification. Was this celestial messenger, then, really 
God Most High ? If so, he may be put down as another of the per- 
sons in Mr. Bagot's multifarious divinity. 

As I have already said, if I chose to signalise myself by argu- 
mentative dexterity, Mr. Bagot has given me the opportunity : but I 
am more anxious to explain to you the clear evidence for the truth, 
as it is found recorded in the page of revelation, than to obtain 
for myself the character of an adroit debater or a popular declaimeiv 
I shall, therefore, leave several of the points on which he has touched, 
to make whatever impression they may seem calculated to produce. 
There is one allusion, to which, as my reverend opponent has re- 
peated it several times, he seems to attach considerable importance ; 
and which, for this reason, I shall now briefly examine. The allusion 
is to the passage which occurs in Heb. i. 8 ; which, in the common 
version, reads thus: 

Bat onto the Son he saitb, Thy throne, O Qod! is for ever and ever: a 
sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. 

Now, it is not to be denied, that, according to this translation of 
the passage, the term God is applied to Christ, the Son. But I 
would leave to any unprejudiced person, who should merely read over 
the whole of the chapter with care, and should attend to the expres- 
sjpns which accompany this verse, to determine whether the phrase 
. is, or is not, applied to him in the highest sense, by the Sacred Writer. 
The mere reading of the preceding and subsequent verse will suffice 
to render this clear. 

Heb. i. 7 — 9. And of the angels he saith, Who maketh his angels spirits^ 
and his ministers a flame of fire. But unto [or qf] the Son [he saith], Thy 
throne, O God! is for ever and ever: a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre 
of thy kingdom. Thon hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; therefore 
God, EVBN THY GoD, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy 
feliam, 

** Gpd-*-ewn iky^, God — hath anointed thee ;" therefore the per- 
son who is addressed as God in the preceding verse, had a God 
above him ; and. consequently could not be the Supreme Deity, nor 
God in the strictest sense of the word. *' God hath anointed thee 
with the oil of gladness;** therefore, the person addressed in the 
8th verse could not be the Everlasting Divinity: for who could 
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anoinl the Supreme Being with the oil of gladness? Who coalil 
increase that felicity which is at every moment, and has been fi*om 
all eternity, perfect and complete? <*God^-even thy God — ^hath 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows;" therefore 
the person addressed in the 8th verse, could not be the Supreme 
Being, who reigns without a rival and without an equal. This ar- 
gument is so plain, that even Mr. Bagot, with all his ingenuity, will 
not be able to turn it aside. But to make it still more obvious, I 
refer you to — 

PsALU xIf. 5, 6. Thy throne, O God! is for ever and ever: the sceptre of 
thy kingdom is a right sceptre. Thou lovest rigbteoasness, and batest wicked- 
ness; therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above 
thy fellows. 

Here we find the very words on which Mr. Bagot so much relies, as 
proving the proper Deity of the Word, applied to a person who, from 
several expressions in the psalm, appears to be ^olomon, in a com- 
position which is entitled " A Song of Loves;" that is, an epithala" 
mium or amatory poem* I shall only state, that the commencing 
clause in Heb. i. 8, and in Psalm xlv. 6, may, in both places, be 
very properly translated " God is thy throne for ever and ever;" 
an expression which is similar to those wherein God is spoken of as 
a tower, vl fortress. And, a shield; and that it is probably applied both 
to Solomon and to our Lord, simply to denote the stability and con* 
tinuance of their respective kingdoms. 

I shall now proceed to lay before you the remaining proofs that 
the Scriptures uniformly represent the Son of God, as subordinate 
to God, the Father; and in the first place I shall demonstrate that — 

THE TITLES WHICH ARE GIVEN IN SCRIPTURE TO OUR LORD JESUS 
CHRIST, ARE SUCH AS DECIDEDLY PROVE HIS INFERIORIXY TO 
THE FATHER. 

(1«) He is called " the Word;*' and this term is believed, by those 
who suppose that in him two natures are united, to denote the high* 
est of them. 

John i. 1. In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God. . 

John i. 14. And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we 
beheld bis glory, the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father,} fuU of grace 
and troth. 

These two verses, which occur in the same context, afford the only 
instance that I have been able to find, in whieh the term Word can, 
even by possibility, be supposed to be applied to Christ in any sense* 
On the former passage I have already commented at sufficient 
length: I confine myself, on this occasion, to a very few remarks on 
the latter. It asserts, that *' the Word'* was made flesh: and'VAe 
Wwdr as Mr. Bagot intimates, is the proper and descriptive name 
for Christ's divine nature. ' Was, then, the divine nature made flesh? 
Was the Deity converted into manhood? — This the text affirms, if 
the meaning attributed to the Word be correctly stated. But this is a 
doctrine which even the orthodox repudiate : the term Word, there- 
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fore* cannot in tbn fiasiage admit of the tigotfication supposed. 
Was the Eternal Majesty of heaven made (l/fMiv) flesh? Well did 
Mr* Bagot declace, that it is difficult not to trespass beyond the pro- 
per limits, when stating views such as those now adverted to« Bttt» 
m truth, not only does the term Word not denote the Supreme Deity 
of the person to whom it is applied; but no term could be employe4 
more clearly expressing the very contrary : for none can more dis- 
tinctly proclaim^ that one being is inferior to another, than. when the 
former is declared to be the word of the latter. You will observe* 
that in John i. l^, it is not declared that the Supreme Being took 
man's nature into union with his own; but> simply, that thb Worjd 
«0M made or b$eanu flesb. Now that the Word is its^f a name of 
inferiority, I shall prove by simply reading to you the meanings of 
tbe term Ao/o(, ( Word,) as given by the celebrated Trinitarian lexi* 
cographer, Schi.busnsr, in his Lexicon to the New Testament* 
They are as follows : 

A word spoken, a speech, an oration, (short or long,) a written discoarse, a 
writing, a boc4c, (alore especially MHorical^) a narrative of a fiiet, a story, (tfue 
or false,) a repoirt, a lojnoer, a pMcept, a mandate, a testimoiqr, an oracle^ » 
ratioination, a propliecy, a promise, a threat, a commination, a proTorb, an 
adas^e, a popular opinion or sentiment, a question, a controversy, a subject of 
discussion, a suit at law, a cause to come before a judge, a calumny, a reproach, 
a blasphemy, a doctrine taught, an instruction, a mode or plan of teaching, 
tile power of spelling and tdaching; a teacher^ [N.B. To this meaning, 
ScBLEusNBR refcrs John i. i, John i. 14, and 1 John ▼. 7;] the pfofessien Of 
the Christian religion, the subject of discourse, an account to be rendered of 
any act or tuct in words, an account rendered of any thing given and received; 
a cause; a xeasos; ibe estimatkm in which any thing is held; an a&ir, a ftict, a 
business; a trade, a tiodnsercs; equity, justice, fiiimese; the apparent and oat- 
ward seeming of any thing, as opposed to fact and truth. Sometimes it is su- 
perfluous; sometimes it is omitted. 

Such is the signification of that term which Mr. Bagot tells us is the 
proper name of the Supreme Deity of Christ* After reading the 
list, am I not authorised to ask, whether any term could have been 
found more inadequate to express the idea which his theory a£Bxes 
toil? 

2. Our Lord is called tbe << Child of God " in Scripture, three 
times; the " Son of God," or " the Son," ninety-three times at least; 
^* God*s ovm Son, dsar Son, beloved Son, or only-begotten Son," fifteen 
times. The passages being so numerous, I refer you to Crudbm's, 
or any other good Concordance, for the places wherein they occur* 

Now, I argue, that every instance wherein otie of these names is 
^o be found, is a proof of the inferiority of tbe person to whom it is 
applied* The phrases, <' Son" ** Son of God" Ac as applied to our 
l!ord, are no doubt metaphorical; but yet they clearly and strongly 
express the priority of the Father-^the origination of the Son, as 
opposed to self-existence, and his inferiority to his Father in wisdom, 
dignity, and authority. It appears, then, that Christ's filial relation 
to God is expressed in Scripture about one hundred and ten thnes; 
while he is not called God oftener than twice or tkriee; and, in every 
instance, with marks which show that the name is given to him only 
in a general or inferior sense* It is plaini that tbe Father must 
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cxkl htiibre the Son, and that the Son d«ri¥«a hU exitleiuse froQ^ tbt 
Father; and both these circunetaaces are irreconcilable with the 
alleged proper Deity of the Son. If, indeed, the writers of Scripture 
had known our Lord Jesua Christ to be the Supreme Being, why 
would they so repeatedly and habitually give him a name which, so 
distinctly implies inferiority? 

The terms Father and Son^ as applied to God and our Saviour, 
denote, indeed, the mutual affection which subsists between them; 
and bestowed, as the phrase Son of God is in Scripture, emphati- 
cally on our Lord, it signifies, unquestionably, that he enjoyed a 
distinguished degree of regard and affection on the part of the Su- 
preme Being. But this is no more than every Unitarian believes; 
and, certainly, no denomination could more inadequately denote the 
Supreme Being. Yet this is the very word which is ahnost uniformly 
employed in human creeds, catechisms, and liturgies, to express his 
Godhead. In such compositions, we read repeatedly of" God IA# 
Son;" a phrase which cannot be pointed out in Scripture; but which 
occurs in that prayer which Mr. Bagot recites every Sunday — " 
God thi Son, Redeemer of the world" &c. Let it be remembered, 
that the phrase '*Son of God" is attributed to many other beings 
whose Deity never was alleged. Thus, we read, that, on the com- 
pletion of the material creation, ** all the Sons of God " (i, e. the 
angels) *' shouted for joy." The Jews, under the Old Testament 
dispensation, are called ^* children of the Most High." And, under 
the New Covenant, Christians are reminded of the love which the 
Father hath showed unto uis, that we should be called <* the Sons of 
God." A phrase which can be so extensively applied, certainly 
affords no intimation of the Supreme Deity of him to whom it is 
ai^lied. 

S. Oar blessed Lord is called an Apostle once ; a High Priest 
eleven times ; a Prophet nineteen times. AU these terms denote, of 
themselves, his inferiority to God. The manner in whieh these titles 
are given to Christ in the New Testament, confirms this inference. 

Heb. iii. I. Consider the Apostle and Higk Prieet of our profession, Christ 
Jesus; who was/ot^^I to him that appointed htm, as also Meses icae faithfUL 

*^A High Priest" can scarcely be regarded as denoting a divine per- 
son. In this passage, our Saviour is represented as an Apostle, and 
as a High Priest, who was appointed to those offices, in the same man- 
ner, and by the same authority, to which Moses owed his selection ; 
and who was, like him, faithful to his superior. Subordination could 
not be more clearly expressed* For the othef examples of the us^ 
of these phrases, I inust, as before, refer to the Concordance, in 
which they will readily be found. Among the instances wherein 
our Lord is called a Prophet in the New Testament, I refer yeu to 
his own words in^ 

LfiKB nii. 33. It oaauot be that a Ptaplmi perish out of Jervsaleu. 

These words he spoke in antieipaiion of his death. He is al)M> 
called by the same title in^--- 

Ih?kb xxIv. Id. Jesns of Nazareth, who was a Phjphct mighty iu deed and 
word before God, and all the peo])le. 
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And| if it be alleged that this expreision fell from two of hit ditci'» 
pleii before the communication of the Holy Ghost, I refer 



Acts iii. 22,23. For Moses truly said onto the fathers, ** A Prophet shall th« 
Loiti joar God raise up nnto yoa, of your brethren like unto me: him shall ye 
hear in all things whatsoever he shall' say unto you." 

In these three passages, Christ is freely compared even to human 
agents; and is expressly called by a title that is frequently attributed 
to certain of them^-a Prophet; a most extraordinary name whereby 
to designate the Supreme Being ! 

4. Our Lord is several times in Scripture called a Man ; and 
this not by his enemies merely, nor by the Jewish people alone ; but 
by himself, and by inspired prophets and faithful apostles. Nor is 
the title given to him only in one branch or department of his sup<^ 
posed compound nature ; but in such a way, as to show that it was 
given to him in his entire capacity. Indeed, the distinction between 
the two natures of Christ, to which Mr. Bagot and other Trinitarians 
so frequently have recourse, is perfectly gratuitous and unfounded ; 
an assumption unknown to the inspired writers and early teachers of 
the word of God. On this subject, I shall probably make a few 
remarks before the close of this discussion. 

IsA. liii. 3. He is despised and rejected of men; a man of sorrows, and 
acquainted with grief. 

John i. 30. After me cometh a iHon who is preferred before me: for he was 
before me. 

These words of John the Baptist may be understood as referring 
either to the superior authority of Christ, or simply to his pre-exist- 
ence. To the latter mode of interpreting the verse, and to the doc- 
trine which it involves, I am, as I have already stated, inclined ; 
although I admit my theory is accompanied with some difficulties. 

John ir. 29. Come, (said the woman of Samaria,) see a man who told me 
all things that e?er I did. Is not this the Christ? 

LuKB xziF. 19. Jesus of Nazareth, who was a prophet, &c. 

I quote this passage again^ because the words of the orii^nal are, a 
man prophet ; which may be translated, in accordance with a Greek 
idiom of frequent occurrence, either a human prophet, or a prophetic 
man* Our Saviour did not scruple to apply the same language to 
himself, on various occasions : as in — 

John viii. 40. Bat now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the 
truth, which I ha?e heard of God. 

Nor did his disciples, as in the words of Peter — 

Acts ii. 22. Ye men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of Nazareth, a man 
approved among you, by signs and wonders, which God did in the midst of 
you, through him, &c. 

The reading of these words suggests a question, to which I should 
gladly receive an answer. In what one of all the addresses of all the 
Apostles to their countrymen and to the heathen, did any one of 
them ever make the slightest mention of the supposed Deity of 
Christ? According to the popular representations, we might ima- 
gine that the Apostles, when they went forth to publish salvation to 
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the worjld, forgot Ihe great object of their teaching. Certaio it i», 
that they dropped not one word on the subject of Christ's Divinity. 
They had not learned in the school of modern orthodoxy. Had they 
gone forth in the spirit of modern preaching, they would have been 
heard to speak loudly and largely of Jesus as " God and man/' and 
"the incarnate God,** and "God-man;" and they might have been 
beard to speak — in the language of Wesley's Hymn-Book, if I mistake 
not — of the agonies of the Deity expiring on the cross! But none 
of these things did or could the Apostles announce to their cotem* 
poraries; beca.use they are modern discoveries, of which they them- 
selves required to be informed. 

Acts xyu. 30, 31. God hath appointed a day in which be will jadge the 
world in righteousness, through that man whom he hath ordained. 

Mr. Bag:ot argued»that the office of executing jud figment required all 
the attributes of Deity: but here we find the office is assigned to 
Christ, — and assigned to him, not in his divine, but in his human 
nature. " God will judge the world through that man whom he hath 
ordained." These are the words of Paul to the Athenians. Choose 
ye now between his authority and that of my reverend opponent. 

Our Lord is called a man in several other passages; among 
which I shall now adduce only — 

I Cor. XV. 31. For since by man came death, by man came also the resur- 
rection of the dead. 

(5.) He is called the " Son of man* — a designation which un- 
onestionably marks his inferiority to God — by others, at least five 
times; by himself upwards of seventy times. For the particular 
passages/ 1 must again refer you to the Concordance. 

(6.) He is called " the Sent** of God— or, which is the same thing 
in effect, God is declared to have sent him — at least fifty-six times; 
a mode of speech which is perfectly inconsistent with the doctrine of 
bis supposed Deity. Fifty-six times God is declared in Scripture to 
have seiU him. If this does not mark his inferiority, I know not 
what does* Remember his own words : " The servant is not greater 
than his Lord, neither he that is sent greater than he tliat sent him;" 
a declaration which, in the Jewish idiom, means to affirm strongly 
and pointedly, that the servant is less than his Lord, and the person 
sent infefior to him by whom he is sent. Now our Lord is said to 
have been sent by the Father in — 

John iv. 14. We hare seen, and do testify, that the Father hath sent the 
Son to be the Saviour of the world. 

The Father therefore is superior to the Son. Our Lord even com- 
pares bis own mission, received from the Father, to that of iiis Apos- 
tles, received from himself. 

John xx. 21 « Then said Jesns to them again, Peace be nnto yon. As my 
Father hath sent me, even so send I yoo. 

John xvii. 18. As thou hast sent me into the world, even so send I them 
into the world. 

This last passage occurs in that solemn prayer on which Mr. Bagot 
has commented so ingeniously, and several expressions of which he 
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thinks must have been spoken by CHir Lord in his dimme capaoity. 
Think of the Divinity offering up a prayer ! But to this the views 
of Trinitarians necessarily lead. See farther — 

John viii. 43. Neither oame I of myself, but he (that ii God) tent me. 

(7.) He is called a Mediator four times ; and the Christ, or f Ae 
Anointed, upwards of three hundred times. Now Mr. Ba^ot ex- 
pressly allovs, that the term Mediator does, in itself, imply inferiority 
to one of the parties between whom he mediates. He has not there- 
fore a divine Mediator, according to his own showing; bnt one who 
Is inferior to Divinity. Observe also that the term Mediator is not 
confined to our Saviour in Scripture; for Moses is called by that 
title, by no less an authority than the Apostle Paul, in Gal. iii. 19: 
[The law] " was ordained by angels in the hand of a Mediator;" and 
die expression is virtually repeated in the next verae, where, in refer- 
ence to the foregoing declaration, it is added : " Now a mediator is 
not a mediator of one; but God is one." And that the term Christ 
{the Anointed) does in itself imply inferiority, is obvious from — 

Acts x. 38. God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the holy spirit and with 
power. 

Now as no person whatsoever could possibl v anoint the Almighty with 
the holy spirit and with power, it follows, that he who is the Anointed, 
or the Christ, is Inferior to God. And a passage which puts this 
beyond all question, is — 

Acts ii. 36. God Imtli made Jesus, both Lord and Chrigt* 

Our Saviour therefore derived his unction, or the appointment to his 
office as the Christ, from God ; and this shows that wherever the term 
Christ is found, it is to be considered as a declaration of his inferio- 
rity to tlie Father. Now, as I have already stated, it is applied to 
onr Lord upwards of three hundred times. 

I shall now adduce as many as my time will permit of a numer- 
ous class of — . 

TEXTS IN WHICH IT IS BXPREtSSLT DECLARED, THAT CHftI«T WA« 
CREATED BY THE FATHER, AND RECEIVED FROM HtM HIS EXIST* 
BNCE, WISDOM, POWER, AUTHORITY, AND GLORY. 

As connected with this subject, it may be observed, that when the 
Apostle Paul speaks in the loftiest terms he ever employs, with re^ 
ference to the dignity and pre-eminence of the Saviour of men, he not 
only gives to him the title *' Son," which in itself implies inferiority, 
but he speaks of him as '' the first-horn of all creation;" and since 
the first-born of every iamily Is always a member of that family, so 
}^efirst-hom of creation must be himself a creature — that is to say, 
a created being. The passage to which I allude is to be found in — 

Col. i. 12 — 20. Giviug tlianks unto the Father, who * * hath translated 
us into the kingdom of his own dear Son ; * * who is the image of the invisible 
God, THE FIRST-BORN of every creature: [ffatftjg XTi^iMg, of all creation:'] for bj 
[Jy, tn] him were created all things that are in heaven, and that are on earth, 
vi^le and Invisible^ whether they be thrones, or dominions, or prindpaHties, 
er powen? aH fhk^ were ereafted throagh him, and for him. And hels>beiiM 
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&U things, and by [h, tn] him all things consist. And be is the head of the 
body, the church: who is the beginning, the fust-born from the dead; that 
in all things he might have the pre-eminence. For it pleased [him, Le, the 
F'ather, as appears ttom Fer. 12,] that in him should all fulness dwell. 

in this lofty description, Paul gives frequent intimations of the in- 
feriority of Christ to the Father. He calls him " the Son,"—" the 
dear Son of the Father;" — a phrase which excludes the ideas of iden- 
tity and equality. He calls him, not " the invisible God," but " the 
image of the invisible God," — the representation of the invisible 
Deity. He calls him, not the author of all creation, but " thb first- 
born of all creation;" and thereby expressly affirms, that he was 
himself created. He does not affirm, that he exercised any creative 
power of his own, independent of the Father's will ; but that the cre- 
ation which he effected was accomplished " through him," as a sub* 
ordinate agent, — such being the proper signification of the original 
phrase, (5/ avrov, not wt avrov.) He not only declares him to be 
*' THE FIRST-BORN of all creation," and as such brought into exist- 
ence by the power of the Father, but also Uiat he owed to the same 
Almighty Being, the distinction of being "the beginning," and 
" FIRST-BORN yrow the dead;" " for it pleased him," says the Apostle, 
(referring, beyond all question, to the Father, as the connexion of 
the passage shows,) that in him should all fulness dwell" In this 
passage, therefore, the Apostle applies, as I have already stated, 
high and lofty titles to our blessed Lord and Saviour, though not 
more high and lofty than every Unitarian is most willing to bestow 
upon him; but with these distinguished appellations, he gives, at the 
same time, the clearest intimations, that in his highest state, office, 
or capacity, he is inferior to the Father, derives his extensive powers 
and endowments from the Father, and acts as his minister and agent. 
Now this is downright Unitarianism. 



Mr. BAGOT. — I never felt more forcibly how much I stand in 
need of the prayers of every Christian in this assembly; for unless I 
am guided by a power from above, the malignity of the flesh, which 
wars against the Spirit, would be likely, from the circumstances in 
which I am placed, to raise my feelings into a state of indignation, 
unsuited to Christian principle and temper. Most sincerely do I 
wish, that I could extend to Mr. Porter the right hand of Christian 
fellowship, and join with him in expressing our mutual experience 
by repeating those words which he has just referred to, in Col. i. 12 
to H: '< We give thanks unto the Father, which hath made us meet 
to be partakers of the inheritance of the saints in light ; who hath 
delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into 
kingdom of his dear Son ; in whom we have redemption through his 
blood, even the forgiveness of sins" 

I have called on Mr. Porter two or three times during this dis- 
cussion, to state what are the precise and definite sentiments which 
he entertains in reference to the personal rank and dignity of the 
Saviour. This question he has never answered. I have at length, 
however, ascertained the reason. It is simply thiB^^because he has 
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710 definite or positive views whatever upon the subject, Yeflterda^i 
for instance, he told you that he believed in the pre-existence of 
Christ ; but to-day he has said, that this doctrine, though he believea 
in it, is encompassed with some difficulties. Again, he has referred 
to Heb. i. 9, and has asked me this question, If Christ be God, how 
can he be said to have ** fellows?" But he has forgotten, that, if 
he believes Christ to be a superangelic being, standing alone without 
a compeer in creation, it devolves as much upon him to show what 
is meant when the Apostle speaks of Christ naving << fellows;" and 
if he acknowledges that he has a fellow, and yet refuses, at the same 
time, to admit the doctrine of two natures, he must then believe that 
Christ was either an angel or a man, or an angelic nature united to 
a human body; although, indeed, in this last case, it would still be 
difficult to show who were his ** fellows." 

I shall now endeavour to illustrate, by a simple application, a 
principle of reasoning which Mr. Porter has employed in his last 
speech, in order to show you its proper tendency. He produced one 
part of Scripture in which Christ is called <* God," and another in 
which he is called a minister; and inferred from a comparison of the 
two, that he is not '' God," because he is called " a minister I" He 
might just as well have argued, that because he is styled a ** Media- 
tor' in one passage, he cannot be *' the Son of God," which he is 
styled in another! — or that because he is called a *< Prophet" in one 
passage, he cannot be a *' Mediator," which he is called in another ! 
•r-or that because he is called a ** Man" in one passage, he cannot 
be the '' I^ord of glory," which he is called in another! In fact, by 
this mode of reasoning, he might prove that Christ is neither Man, 
nor Mediator, nor Servant, nor Son of God, nor Prophet, nor 
Minister, as well as that he is not God ; so that, if we work out this 
principle of interpretation to its legitimate issue, we shall prove that 
there is no such being as Christ revealed in Scripture at all ! — for 
^y this algebraic process of explanation, all the passages which 
speak of Christ's personal character, may be represented as mutually 
neutralizing and destroying each other! But I, on the other handf, 
am satisfied to take the Bible as it is; and I give equal credit to all 
the declarations which I find in it in reference to Christ. I believe 
him to be a '* Minister" and a " Mediator." I assent to both decla- 
rations. 

I would here remark, that I have in no instance spoken of 
Christ's mediatorial inferiority, but of his mediatorial subordination. 
This distinction should be well observed. 

If the terms, " Son of God," and " only-begotten Son of God," 
^e supposed to refer to the humanity of Christ, and not to his 
divinity, then I admit that, in these respects, he is inferior to the 
Father. But I wish to make a remark upon the name, '< only-be- 
gotten Son ;* and I shall do so by asking Mr. Porter, does he not 
believe Christ to be a created being ? If so, why are there not 
millions of Christs in existence? for the same power of Deity which 
which could create one, could create a million. It argues against 
the physical omnipotence of Deity to say, that he could not have 
created a million of Christs, if Christ be a created being. 
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Mr. Porter alkided to the use of the terms, '< Father" and '< Son ;" 
and argued that they necessarily imply superiority of nature, and 
priority of existence, in the one over the other. To this I answer, 
that so far from these terms implying superiority of nature, a Father 
and Son are always of the satne nature! — and as to their implying 
priority of existence in one over the other, this may be in one 
sense the case amongst men; but the analogy cannot be applied to 
the divine nature. The cause generally precedes the effect; but we 
should draw a distinction between a necessary and an accidental con- 
nexion between cause and effect. When the effect is only the acci- 
dental result of the cause, as in the case of a man becoming a father, 
the cause may be, and always is, antecedent in existence to' the effect; 
but when the effect is the necessary result of the cause, they are 
both coeval. Thus, when the sun received that power of illumina- 
tion which is the cause of light, the diffusion of light instantly fol- 
lowed, and the effect was contemporaneous in existence with the 
production of the cause. If, therefore, we believe that the relationship 
between God the Father and the Son is of a necessary kind, we must 
believe that the Father and Son are coeval and coeternal ; and, even 
amongst men, a father, as a father, does not exist before his son, — 
for no man is a father until he has a son. 

Let me now apply these principles to the doctrines which Mr. 
Porter professes to believe. Look to the printed statement of his 
first proposition, in which he says, " There is one God, the Father, 
who is God alone ; to the entire exclusion of the alleged proper 
Deity of the Word." I ask him, does he believe in the eternity of 
<Hhe One God, the Father?" Does he believe that the Father ex- 
isted from everlasting ? He must answer, of course, that he does. 
But does not a relative term necessarily imply tlie existence o^ ics 
correlative? — consequently, the relative term, '^Father," must inclu^ie 
and wrap up in its very existence, the coexistence of its correlative, 
*^the Son.*' Therefore, the Son is coeternal with the Father; and 
Mr. Porter, by admitting the eternity of the latter, necessarily ad- 
mits the eternity of the former. If not, I ask him, who was God 
before ** the Father" existed ? I refer, in this argument, to a simple 
logical principle, that the relative aud the correlative are coexistent. 
And Mr. Porter must rub the word ** Father" out of the statement 
of his first proposition, before he can answer the argument. 

I shall now revert to some of the arguments advanced by Mr^ 
Porter yesterday ; and shall reply, in the first place, to his remark 
on John i. 1 : '* In the beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God." Yesterday^ he told you, 
that Aoyog (translated " word ") is intended to designate the wisdom 
of God; but to-day, when he wished to argue against his eternity, 
he assumed that Xoyog is a title of Christ. Now, whenever Mr. Por- 
ter advances a principle of interpretation, I like to take, as it were^ 
a loan of it for a few moments, and return it to him again as soon as 
I have done with it ! Yesterday, then, he told you, that Ao/o^ meant 
the *' wisdom of God." If so, of course the expression, <* in the 
beginning," must be understood to denote ** from all eternity ; " as 
there never could have been a time when God was without wisdom. 



124 

And I would also remark, that, even allowing that this word is 
intended to express the ** wisdom of God," yet such an interpretation 
removes the difficulty only one step; as Christ is said, in 1 CoR.i.2^ 
to be ^' the wisdom of God." 

But I maintain, that Aoyog cannot signify the wisdom of God in 
this passage ;. and I do so for the following reasons : — 

(1.) ^opa is the correct Greek term for " wisdom ;" not Aoyog, 

(2.) Even supposing that Ao/og could denote " wisdom," then the 
entire passage would be more correctly expressed thus : £v a§xfi ijv 

(3.) Capacities of active power and intelligence, inconsistent 
with the nature of an attribute, are ascribed to the Aoyog in ver. 3, 
11, 14. 

(4.) It is said, in ver. 4, ** In him was life ; " but I ask, Is there 
life in an attribute ? Is not life itself an attribute of a person ? and 
is not, therefore, the Aoyog a person ? 

(5.) It is not usual for the New Testament writers to describe 
the attributes of God by a personification, or to begin a serious and 
solemn narrative with the use of figures of speech. 

(6.) No reason can be assigned for the omission of other attri- 
butes, such as mercy, which were also involved in the incarnation of 
Christ« 

(7.) To assert, that an attribute of Deity was ** with Deity," would 
be an absurd truism ; for where else could the attributes of God be 
supposed to be ? and to say, that one attribute of Deity was (without 
reference to other attributes) Deity itself, would be representing the 
divine nature as a kind of imperium in imperio!'"^ Deity in Deity! 
T— a part equal to the whole ! 

(8.) The A(//og is called, in ver. 14, '* the only-begotten of the 
Father." Now, admitting that an attribute might, in some figurative 
sense, be said to have been <* begotten ; " yet I cannot understand 
how it could be described as the only begotten,*' unless God had only 
one attribute. If this were true, what becomes of the other attri- 
bntes of Deity P What, for instance, becomes of his merey, his abstract 
mercy, upon which Mr. Porter rests his hope of salvation/ independ- 
ently of the atonement; forgetting that mercy cannot be displayed at 
the expense of justice, nor can it be elevated above the justice of 
God ? For does he not know, that the algebraic principle of neutra- 
lizing one quantity by another, cannot be applied to the attributes of 
the Eternal, so as to represent one attribute as annihilating another? 
Does he not know, that nothing but the atonement of Christ, — the 
only work of supererogation which could have been performed on 
behalf of sinners, and which receives an infinite value from the Deity 
of him who ofiered it, — is the only solid basis upon which be can 
rest his belief of pardon, and his hopes of everlasting glory P 

For these reasons, I maintain, that Ao/o^, *' the word," cannot be 
understood in John i. 1, as designating " the wisdom of God." On the 
other hand, I maintain, that this word is a title of Christ, for the 
following i:easons ; 
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(1.) It is evideut, from verse 14« that it is the designation of a 
person i»ho " became fleshy and dwelt among us." 

(2.) Because Christ is described^ in Rev. xix. 13« under this title : 
** He was clothed in a vesture dipped in blood, and his name is called 
the Word of God." [Mr. Porter yesterday asserted, that John i. 1 
is the only instance which can be produced of the application of the 
the title, Aoyog, to the Saviour. Now, here is Rev. xix. 13, which 
affords an additional instance; and if that will not satisfy him, I refer 
him to Heb. iv. 12, 13 : *' The Word of God is quick and power- 
ful^ and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the 
dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow^ 
and is a discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart; neither 
is there any creature that is not manifest in his sight; but all things 
are naked, and opened unto the eyes of Him with whom we have to 
do.'* Here, it is evident, from the latter verse, that the Apostle is 
speaking of a person; and I understand tbe former verse as a strong 
figurative description of the scrutinizing and searching omniscience 
of Christ, by which he explores the inmost arcana of the human 
heart, with the same facility as that with which a sword penetrates 
and divides the flesh.] 

The next criticism which Mr. Porter advanced, in connexion with 
John i. 1, was this. That I might as well prove the doctrine of tran- 
substantiation from the words of Christ, '' This is my body," as prove 
the Deity of Christ from the declaration, ** The Word was God." Now, 
I beg to remark here, that, in advocating the doctrine of the Deity of 
Christ, I have a common interest with my Roman Catholic fellow-coun- 
trymen ; and I shall not take advantage of tiiis illustration to speak 
against them upon the present occasion. At a proper time, and in a 
suitable place, I am always ready to preach against what I consider to 
be the errors of the Church of Rome; and I trust I shall never shrink 
back from being, in this sense, even considered their enemy, if they can 
call me their enemy because I tell them the truth. I shall, therefore^ 
suggest to Mr. Porter another illustration, which will answer his 
purpose quite as well ; and I will suppose him to have said to me. 
You might as well prove that our bodies are made of grass, because 
the Apostle says, " All flesh is grass," as prove the Deity of Christ 
from the declaration, "The Word was God!" This illustration is 
just as wise and sensible as the other. But, suppose I retort the 
principle of reasoning which it involves, how will it then serve his 
cause P Suppose, for instance, Mr. Porter should advance a text to 
this effect, *' The Father is God," as an argument for the proper 
Deity of the Father, what would he say to me if I should reject his 
reasoning by saying to him. You might as well prove that our bodies 
are made of grass, because the Apostle says, *' All flesh is grass,'^ as 
prove the Deity of the Father from the declaration, *' The Father is 
God ! " So that this principle which he has advanced tends to over- 
turn the true Deity of the Father: it places in my hands a powerful 
and irresistible lever, with which I can upturn and overthrow the very 
doctrines which Mr. Porter himself maintains ! 

Mr. Porter asserted yesterday and to-day, that the word 0fo?, 
" God," in the sentence, " The Word was God," is used in a ^wftorrft- 
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naU fenie. Let me suppose it is; and as I am fond of fetortiog bis 
priDciples of reasoning against himself, I nu.to rally ask. Why should 
the same word occur twice in the very same verse, and have a proper 
meaning in one clause, (" The Word was with God") and a subordi^ 
nate meaning in the latter clause, (" The Word was God/'} I argue, 
that if the word " God," in the last clause, has a subordinate meaning, 
the same word, in the second clause, must also have a subordinate 
meaning; and therefore the Father, with whom the Word was, is only 
God in a subordinate sense! On the other band, I maintaiui that 
because the word Qeov, " God," in the second clause, is used in its 
proper sense; consequently, the same word, 060^, *' God/' in the 
third clause, is also used in a proper sense. 

But Mr. Porter has advanced this criticism, that because &soi, 
in the sentence, xaJ (ddg f^v o Ao/o;, " and the Word was God," has 
DO article prefixed to it, it must, therefore, be understood in a sub^ 
ordinate sense, and cannot denote true Deity. But does not Mr« 
Porter know the reason why there is no article before Qalg ? It is 
this, because (diog is the predicate of the proposition in which it 
occurs; and also, if it had the article before it, it would be too much 
identified (grammatically speaking) with ^ihv in the preceding 
clause, which has the article before t7,and the phraseology would not 
keep up the distinction of persons between the Father and the Son: 
so that, in fact, if the two words were so identified, by the prefixing 
of the article before both, this passage of Scripture would seem 
TO GIVE COUNTENANCE TO Sabellianism. Further: Does Mr. 
Porter mean to say, that O&og, without the article, does not denote 
true Deity — and that, on the other hand, when used with the article, 
it does denote true Deity ? Let me, then, try this principle of criti- 
cism by the test of Scripture. Qiog occurs in verse 6 without the 
article, " There was a man sent from God." Are we to understand 
the word " God" in a subordinate sense there? Again, it occurs in 
verse 13 without the article, " which were born, not of blood, nor of 
the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God." Are we to 
understand the word *' God" in a subordinate sense there? Again, 
it occurs in verse 18 without the article: " No mau hath seen God at 
any time.x Are we, also, to understand the word " God " in a sub- 
ordinate sense there? On the other hand, if you look to 2 Cor. 
iv. 4, you will find ezhg mth the article applied to the Devil, who is 
there styled "the God of this world:" so that this criticism of Mr. 
Porter's is worth absolutely nothing! 

Now, as I am very fond of borrowing Mr. Porters principles of 
interpretation, and making use of them for a time, and when — to use 
a vulgar expression — I have taken a turn out of them, give them 
back to him again; I shall now make some use of this principle of 
reasoning which he laid down, when he stated, that the predicate of 
a proposition may always have the article before it; and I shall 
apply it to the interpretation of a passage upon which Mr. Porter no 
doubt lays great stress, and which you will find in 1 Co a. xv. 24 to 
1 28 : " Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the 

i kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall have put down all 

rule, and all authority and power. (For he must reign, till he bath 
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put all enemies nnder his feet. The last enemy that sthall be de- 
stroyed is death. For he hath put all things under his feet. But 
when he saith. All things are put under him, it is manifest, that he is 
excepted which did put all things under him.) And when all things 
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be subject 
to him that did put all things under him, that God may be all in all." 
The last verse reads thus in the original : orav ^ wrorayfi avr^ rSi 
^dvra, r6rs xai ahrhg h v/hg morayrjffsrat rfi xj^irora^avrt avri) rA "rdvra, 
ha fi 6 Gshg rA ^dvra h 'jradtv. But, before I apply Mr. Porter's criti- 
cism to this text, I must first give a general explanation of the entire 
passage. The kingdom which is mentioned in it, cannot be under-* 
stood to refer to the general dominion of the universe which Ghnst 
sustains as God; for that kingdom shall continue for ever, as we 
learn from Isa. ix. 7: " Of the increase of his government and peace, 
there shall be no end, upon the throne of David and upon his king- 
dom, to order it, and to establish it, with judgment and with justice, 
from henceforth even for ever;" — and from Loke i. 33: " He shall 
reign over the house of Jacob for ever ; and of his kingdom there 
sball be no tfwrf;"— -and from Heb. i. 8: " Thy throne, O God, is /or 
ever and ever; " — and also from HEh. xii. 8, where it is described as 
a "' kingdom which cannot be moved." 

The kingdom, therefore, which is referred to in the passage under 
consideration, must be understood to refer to the mediatorial kingdom 
of Christ, which be undertook in subordination to the Father's will, 
which he carries on in subordination to the Father's will, and which 
he will surrender in subordination to the Father s wUL And here I 
FTOuld remark, that the fact of a person acting in subordination to 
the will of another, for a limited time and for a specific object, can- 
not prove an inferiority of nature in the person so acting; but only 
proves a temporary official compliance with the other s wiU, 

Now, this passage of Scripture merely asserts, that, when the ob- 
jects for which Christ's mediatorial kingdom was instituted shall have 
been attained, it shall be surrendered to the Father; aatd thai, m the 
act of surrendering his kingdom to the Fath^, Christ will be acting i» 
full compliance with the Fathers wilL Now, I request you to attend 
to this last remark; because it is too generally assumed on one side, 
and admitted on the other, that the clause " then shall the Son also 
himself be subject," &c. refers to that eternity which will succeed the 
act of Christ's surrendering his kingdom. But the word rors (then) 
never can be used in the sense of a continuing period, much less as 
denoting a period which will never end. This word invariably refers 
to a specific date; and in this passage refers to the particular date of 
Christ's surrendering his kingdom to the Father. It is evident, 
therefore, that this passage may be thus paraphrased: "When all 
things shall be subdued to the Son as Mediator, then, as the media- 
torial kingdom will be no longer necessary, he will surrender that 
kingdom to the Father, who sustains the higher office in the economy 
of grace, in order that (not " God the Father," tai in ver. 24, but in 
order that) God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, may be all in all : so 
that as the Mediator was all in all, during the continuance of his 
kingdom (Col. iii. 11); so, after its terennation, the Divine Being 
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will be all in all, and carry on the government of the universe by a 
direct and immediate administration. And^ in sarrendering his king- 
dom, Christ will be acting in full compliance with the will of the 
Father, whose good pleasure it is that he should surrender an official 
state, which necessarily implies subordination, and should cease to be 
subordinate. Or, in fact, he will be acting in subjection to the Father's 
will, in ceasing to be subject,** 

I shall now apply Mr. Porter's principle of interpretation to this 
passage. The principle to which I allude is this: That the predicate 
of a proposition may always have the article before it. Upon this 
principle, I see nothing to prevent me from translating the 28th verse 
thus: ** When all things shall be subdued unto him, then {i,e. in sur- 
rendering his kingdom) shall the Son be subject to him that did put 
all things under him, that he {i.e. the Son) may be God all in all." 
Mr. Porter's principle, that the predicate may have the article, re^ 
moves every objection to my regarding 6 Qshg, " God," as the predi* 
cate of the proposition; and it is a very general rule of Greek Syntax, 
that, where the adverb Iva is immediately followed by a verb, we are 
to look back to the preceding sentence for the nominative case to the 
verb which follows ha, 

[ But, whilst I am engaged with this passage of Scripture, I would 
wish to direct your attention to the distinction which the Apostle 
makes, in ver. 24, between i^wetav, " authority," and duva/u/v, " ability/' 
He evidently refers to these as two distinct things. The remark I 
wish to make is this: That, though Christ says, in Matt, xxviii. 18» 
13^ fiot iraca l^ou<r/a, " all authority has been given to me," he never 
said, idS^ fios ir&m dvvafug, ** all ability has been given to me." Christ, 
as Mediator, received e^ou^/av, "authority;" but he did not receive 
^uvafiiv, " ability : " and his reception of the " authority " necessarily 
implies his previous possession of the "ability;" for it would have 
been absurd to have given " authority " to one who did not possess 
the " ability" required for its effectual exercise.] 

And I would also call upon Mr. Porter to account for the phra- 
seology in the 24th verse, " God the Father." If the Father exclu- 
sively be God, why use the words, "God the Father"? Would not 
the word " God" have been sufficient? and do not these words imply 
the existence of another person beside " God the Father," who is God ? 

Mr. Porter has asked me in reference to John i. 1, "How could 
Christ be the same God with whom be was ?" I answer, that he 
could have been the same God with the Father, though not the same 
person with the Father. And I would refer him to two passages of 
Scripture, which prove that the clause, " the Word was with God," 
means, that the Word was with the Father; — to John xvii. 5, " And 
now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory 
which I had ivith thee before the world was;" — and to 1 John i. 2, 
" For the life was manifested, and we have seen it, and bear witness, 
and show unto you that eternal life which was with the Father" 

Mr. Porter next adverted to John i. 3, "All things were made 
by him," {iravra 5/' auroO iysvsro;) and asserted, that Christ was a 
created aAid finite instrument in the hands of the Creator, and was 
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employed by liim in creating^ all things. And lio\r did he prove thisP 
— By a very "wire-drawn" criticism upon the Greek preposition 6ia. 
[And here I may remark, that I am not in the habit of suspending 
my creed on fine-spun criticisms dpon Greek prepositions.] But 
let me examine this criticism. He asserted that hia always denotes 
th^ instrumental cause, Now^ if this criticism be true, I should wish 
to know how he will explain Rom. xi. 36, " For of him, (t. e. God,) and 
through him, {hi cfA)ro\j,) and to him, are all things." Are we to under- 
stand, from this passage, that God was only the instrumental cause 
of all things? or how will he explain Heb. ii. 10, "For ft became 
bim, (i. e, the Father,) for whom {bi w) are all things, and by whoni 
{ht oZ) are all things?" Are we to understand, from this passage, that 
" the Father" was only the instrumental cause of all things? Thus 
his argument, that hux,, in John i. 3, only denotes that Christ was 
the instrumental cause of the creation, falls to the ground. And I 
may remark, that the passage in Heb. ii. 10, to which 1 bare just 
referred, contains both ht 6v, " for whom," and ^* oD, ** by whom," and 
illustrates this rule of Greek Syntax: That, when dta denotes the 
Jinal cause, it governs the accusative ; and, when it denotes the effi* 
cient cause, it governs the genitive case. I argue, therefore, that ota 
denotes the efficient cause; and, even supposing it did denote the 
instrument, still I can prove, by a reference to Hosea i. 7, that the 
instrument is no less a person than Jehovah himself: " I will have 
mercy on the house of Judah, and will sare them by Jehomh their 
God." 

I shall close this address by alluding to an argument which Mr. 
Porter advanced yesterday, against my reasoning -for the Deity of 
Christ, by comparing texts in which the same divine attributes are 
re ferried to Christ and Jehovah or God. He quoted Is a. vii. 4, in 
which the prophet is represented as speaking to Ahaz, and compared 
it with the 10th verse, in which Jehovah is represented as speaking to 
Ahaz; and he told you, that, upon my principles of reasoning, T 
ought to argue for the Deity of Isaiah ! I ask him, in reply. Is 
*' speaking" a divine work? Cannot all creatures, who are endowed 
with this faculty, speakP And I beg to remind him, that, when I 
argue for the Deity of Christ from a comparison of texts in which 
*' Jehovah" or " God " is spoken of, with others in which " Christ" is 
spoken of, I confine myself exclusively to those in which the same 
divine works or prerogatives are attributed in each, and do not refer 
to texts in which actions are spoken of which might be performed by 
creatures. Thus when I find it asserted, in Ps. Ixxviii. 56, that the 
Israelites "tempted and provoked the Most High God;" and when, 
again, in 1 Cor. x. 9, 1 find this very transaction referred to Christ in 
these words, " Neither let us tempt Christ, as some of them also 
tempted," — I naturally identify *' Christ," in the latter passage, with 
"the Most High God," in the former: just as — when I find an asser- 
tion made in Acts vii. 58, that a person named " Saul " was standing 
by at the martyrdom of Stephen, and took charge of the clothes of 
the witnesses ;" and again, in Acts xxii. 20, I find a person named 
" Paul " declaring, that " when the blood of the martyr Stephen 
was shed, he also was standing by, and consenting unto his deaths 

R 
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nod kept the raiment of them that slew him/' — I infer^ from a com- 
parison of these two passages^ that " Saul" and " Paul " are common 
designations of the same person. So, likewise, when I find the same 
divfne works and prerogatives, or the same identical facts, referred 
to " God "in one passage, and to Christ in another, I infer that 
Christ is God— one God with the Father, not one person with the 
Father. 



Mr. porter. — Mr. Bagot having, in the speech which yon 
have just heard, publicly explained how, in consistency with his 
theory, the term "Father" is so often used in reference to the Su- 
preme Being, and how, and why it is, that in Scripture the phrase, 
" God, the Father," occurs so frequently , — I beg to ask him to ex- 
plain, on the same principle, how it is that the phrase, " God the 
Son," never occurs? 

This is a plain question, and / expect a direct answer, 

Mr. BAGOT. — I have proved by innumerable passages, advanced 
both yesterday and to-day, that Christ is God. It is said, for instance, 
in John i. 1, " The Word was God;" in Rom. ix. 5, that Christ is 
" God over all, blessed for ever ;" and 1 John v. 20, that the Son of 
God is " true God and eternal life." There is God the Son. 

Mr. PORTE R. — It is but seldom that I have had occasion to con- 
gratulate myself on the exercise of caution and circumspection; but^ 
on the contrary, I have frequently been obliged to regret my not having 
taken sufficient pains to guard myself against a contingent evil. For 
once in my life, however, I have been prudent I am happy, exceedingly 
happy, that the speech which i delivered at the close of yesterday's 
proceedings, was accurately prepared and written down previously, 
with the exception of a few extempore remarks, in reply to Mr. Bagot*8 
speech, just before pronounced. I am exceedingly happy that this 
was the case ; because, from the manner in which Mr. Bagot has 
treated my statements, attributing to me sentiments which I never 
entertained, and language which I never uttered, 1 have reason to 
fear, that, unless I could thus positively identify every syllable of what 
I advanced, I should be in the hands of one, whose tender mercies to 
my arguments would be cruel. It is not, of course, of his attempts to 
answer my statements, that I complain. Could he do so convincingly, 
it would please me well. Truly gratified should I be, when thus 
convinced, to be able to embrace the popular tenets conscientiously, 
and perhaps to become a member of that dominant hierarchy, with 
which there is connected so much of worldly honour, emolument, 
^nd respect ; and in which I see individuals, not infinitely my iMpe- 
riors in personal merit, advanced to elevated stations. Notning 
would give me greater pleasure, therefore, than to hear Mr. Bagot 
refute my arguments, and demonstrate that my doctrines are wrong. 
It is not, then, of his attempts to answer my arguments that I com- 
plain : I complain that in his statement of them, he has mangled them 
and murderea them. If he means to refute my positions, he ought 
surely to state them correctly. To mis-state and distort them, and 
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then to groand an argument on his own misrepresentations^ is not 
answering my arguments at all, but answering some supposed asser- 
tions which I never made, and for which I am not accountable: they 
are not mine, any more than they are his own. 

These remarks have been drawn from me by Mr. Bagot's lan- 
guage with respect to my observations on John 1. 1. In order that 
you may see how very closely Mr. Bagot kept to the point of my 
criticism, and how intimately connected with the subject is all that 
he advanced respecting the explanation of the A^o; as the wisdom 
of the Deity, and concerning the personification of an attribute; and 
Indeed to prove how directly the whole of his argument on that text 
bore on the subject of discussion, — I shall simply read to you, from 
the paper now before me, what I actually did say, on the occasion 
alluded to by my reverend opponent: — 

'' Another passage on which Mr. Bagot laid mutih stress, on this as on former 
occasions, is Jobn i. 1 : In the beginning was the wordy and the word wot with 
Cfodf and the word was God. * * AU things were made by him ; and without him was 
not any thing made that was made. * * « On this passage of Scripture, however, 
now before us, it is worthy of remark, that several learned men have been of 
opinion that by the ntord we are not here to understand the person of Christ, 
bat the wisdom of God which dwelt in him. 

*' But leaving this observation out of view altogether, and allowing the common 
translatUm to stand unaUeredj the phrase ' the word was God* no more proves 
his Supreme Deity, than the language ' this is my body, this is my blood,* pjoves 
the doctrine of Transubstantiatiou," &c. &o. &c. 

And then I went on to explain the passage on a totally different 
principle, from that on which Mr. Bagot has commented. He will 
follow me in this debate; and, as he has not yet answered my rea- 
soning on John i. 1, 1 hope he will do so much justice to his cause, 
to his opponent, and to this auditory, as to do so now; and that, in 
future, he will endeavour to be more accurate in his statement of my 
arguments. I appeal to you, if I have dealt with his observations, 
as he has dealt with mine. I appeal to himself, if he has once had 
reason, since the commencement of this discussion, to complain of 
me for having mis-stated a syllable of what he advanced. These 
repeated inaccuracies on his part, (I should be loath to say, and I 
do not say, wilful inaccuracies,) certainly prove, that he has not been 
paying that continued attention to my statements, which I felt my- 
self bound, and which I endeavoured, to pay to his. 

Some of the statements which Mr. Bagot has laid before you, 
might be made the subjects of most ludicrous animadversion, were 
the subject of this controversy not of a nature too awful to be con- 
templated in a ridiculous point of view. He has told you, that " the 
cause generally precedes the effect !" I ought, I suppose, to thank him 
for so large and so generous an admission ! Mr. Bagot, then, admits 
that — generally sneaking — the cause precedes the effect! and with this 
important concession, I should have been well satbfied, had he not 
subsequently neutralised its effect, by declaring that in all cases, the 
father is " coeval" with his own son; that is to say, the son is,, in all 
cases, as old as his own father! This was said, not witli regard to 
Deity alone, but with express reference to human beings and to hu- 
man nature. The father and the son ** coeval! T The son as old as 
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Uis own father 1 ! ! What weight can be attached to an argument such 
as thUP I feel that I do his position more than justice in calling 
it an argument; but such is the reasoning he has brought forward 
to prove the coeternity of Christy the Son of God — with God, the 
Father. It is not an argument : it is a mere quibbling sophism 
upon an awful subject. I hope Mr. Bagot is sensible of the impor- 
tance of the question in debate between us: but I am sorry to say> 
that in a great many instances, whether through inattention or de- 
sign, he has given us a number of examples, which' would induce a 
contrary impression. 

Mr. Bagot went on further to tell us, that because the Israelites 
are supposed to be represented as having tempted Christ, in a cerfain 
passage of Scripture, Christ must be God over all : since, as he haa 
stated, "none but God can be the object of sin;" or, in other worda> 
sin can be committed against no being but God. As a short an- 
swer to this argument, I would merely refer him to another passage 
in the New Testament, in which the Apostle Paul declares to the 
church of the Corinthians, that " he who committeth " a certain of- 
fence, which he specifies, "sinneth against his own bodyT Did the 
Apostle then mean to represent a mans body as possessed of a pro- 
per Deity ? Is a man's own body his God ? After this simple re- 
ference, I leave Mr. Bagot's argument to speak for itself. 

Mr. Bagot referred to my observation on the preposition hta, 
which is uniformly employed in the New Testament, where the 
creation is said to have been accomplished through or by Christ; 
and affirmed, that the same preposition is frequently used in Scrip- 
ture with reference to the Supreme Being; and, of course, in cir- 
cumstances where it cannot denote the instrumental case. Now I 
neither haVe time, nor should I exactly wish, to undertake the trouble 
at present, to go over all the texts in the New Testament, in which 
hioL is found followed by a genitive case. I shall therefore content 
myself with reading the following short extract from the writings of 
a gentleman, in whose veracity and candour, I, in common with all 
who know him, repose the fullest reliance, — I mean the Rev. James 
Yates, now minister of Carter-Lane Chapel, in the city of Lon- 
don, and author of a most satisfactory reply to Dr. Wardlaws Dis- 
courses; a work which Mr. Bagot yesterday stated, had never been 
answered, la the course of this reply, at page 84, Mr. Yates states : — 

^ The preposition btdt,, followed by a genitlFe or accusative case, occurs in the 
New Testament about six hundred and thirty times. It is used to denote th» 
efficient cause of the production qf an effect^ (of course goTcming in these instances 
the genitive,) about two hundred and ninety times. I have examined ail the 
passages where it is found. I have observed that its general application, when 
used to point out an efficient cause, is to represent not the jnrimary^ but the 
aecondart^, or inftrutnental cause.^' 

And in a note on this passage, Mr. Yates adds,— 

** Against the universality of this rule, only one passage presents much 
difficulty: 1 Cor. i. 9. di ou gxX?3^?jr«, " through whom ye were called.^' But 
even here, there is strong reason for considering v^o as the true reading.— See 
Gricsbach. Even allowing dtot to denote the original cause in two or three 
passages, still the probability that it denoted the instrumental, would be, in any 
duubtful case, as a hundred to one.^' 
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I would gladly lay before you the extracts which Mr. Yates has 
adduced from the Greek Fathers, Orioen and Eusebi us,— those 
emineDtly learned and honest writers, — entirely confirming the view 
of the meaning of this preposition which has been now stated; but 
that I must go on to lay before you as much as I can of the positive 
evidence in support of my two propositions, which remains yet to be 
considered. I have scarcely time sufficient to bring it forward, con- 
sistently with that intelligibility which I am anxious to preserve; 
and I fear I shall be obliged to omit a considerable number of very 
important references. 

1 • In continuation of the proof that Christ is expressly declared 
in Scripture to be a created being, I appeal to his own words, in — 

Rey. iii. 14. These things saith the Amen, the faithful and true witness, 
the hegiwning of the creation of God, 

3. There are several texts which affirm that Christ derived his 
Existence from the Father; as for example — 

John t. 26. For as the Father hath life in himself, so hath he given to thf 
Son to hare life in himself. 

And this passage, which contains our Lord s own words. affi)rds a 
sufficient answer to the argument for our Lord s self-existence, which 
Mr. Bagot built on the words of the Evangelist, " In him was life;" 
for it shows, that the life which was in the Son was the gift of the 
Father; — not an inherent or independent existence. To this I may 
add another declaration of his own : 

John vi. 57. The living Father hath sent me; and I live hy the Father, 

As, therefore, the former passage proves that he had received exist- 
ence from the Father at the first; so does the latter expressly affirm, 
that he continued to live " by the Father," and that his life depended 
on the Father 8 will. 

3. The following texts prove, by express and explicit declara- 
tion, that the Knowledge which Christ possessed was derived from the 
Father. 

John t. 30. As I hear, J judge : and my judgment is just; because / eeek not 
mine own vnll, but the will of the Father who hath sent me. 

John t. 20. The Father loveth the Son, and ehoweth him all thinge that he 
himself doeth. 

John vii. 16, 17. My doctrine ie not mine, but his that sbnt me. If any 
man will do his will, he will know of the doctrine, whether it be of God, or 
whether I apeak of myself. 

From the manner in which our Saviour contrasts the two sources 
whence his knowledge could be supposed to come, — (from God, and 
from himself,) — it is evident that bad it come from himself, it would 
not have been of God: consequently, he denies his Deity, in this 
passage ; besides affirming, what indeed amounts to the same thing, 
that his doctrine was communicated to him by the Father. The 
same fact is stated in — 

John viii. 26. lie that sent me is true; and / apeak to the world those things 
which I have heard OF him. 

John viii. 28. As my Father hath taught me, I speak these things. 
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Strange Uiat if be were the Supreme Being, he should require the 
teaching of the Father to instruct him in the truth ! 

John xii. 49, 50. / have not spoken of mifself; but the Father who sent 
me, BB GATE ME COMMANDMENT, tokot I should «ay, End what I sbonld speak. 
And I know that his commandment is life e^erlastiog: whaisoeoer I speakf there' 

fore, BYBN AS THE FaTHBR HATH SAID UNTO MB, 80 I speak. 

Now, I ask, can words more expressly, more pointedly, convey 
the idea of derived knowledge, than these of our blessed Lord? — 
and, if these are inadequate disclaimers of divine wisdom, I ask, 

WHAT FORM OF LANGUAGE WOULD BB SUFFICIENT FOR THE PUR- 
POSE? 1 hope to hear these passages explained by Mr. Bagot ; and 
1 hope, also, that if he interprets these declarations, as spoken by 
our Lord, in his human nature merely, he will inform us upon what 
he grounds that distinction of natures in the person of Christ, which 
is so necessary for the support of his theory, and what criterion he 
applies by which it may be known when he speaks in one capacity^ 
and when he speaks in the other, — ^seeing that he himself never refers 
to such a distinction, but uniformly speaks of himself as one. You 
will observe, that in ail these passages, (except one,) he designates 
himself by the personal pronoun /, — a word which is always em- 
ployed to denote the whole and entire person of the speaker, in all' 
his capacities, offices, or relations ; and that our Lord gives no inti- 
mation that he uses it in a peculiar or restricted sense, to point out 
one of his [supposed] two natures only, and not the other. According 
to Mr. Bagot, we gather from different passages, that Christ was 
possessed of two natures, a human and a divine. I would wish him, 
then, to tell us, what neither Christ himself nor any of his disciples 
has informed us, how we are to know when he speaks of the one, and 
when of the other. 

John xt. 15. AU tlungs that I have heard Jrom my Father, I have made 
known to you. 

John x?ii. 7, 8. Now they have known that iM things whatsoever thou hast 
yiven me, are of thee. 

These are plain, express, unequivocal proofs of my position, pro- 
ceeding from the lips of our Lord Jesus Christ himself, and therefore 
coming to us with the highest authority. We cannot account for 
his employment of such language, while he was possessed of perfect 
omniscience, and himself the source of all truth and of all knowledge, 
without at the same time asserting, that he wilfully employed lan- 
guage calculated to mislead his hearers, and those with whom he 
conversed. Never has it been affirmed oi any man, either in Scrip- 
ture, or in any other composition, that his knowledge was derived 
more distinctly than our Lord, in these texts, declares that all his 
knowledge was derived from the Father. Let Mr. Bagot bring for- 
ward a single text as plainly and as distinctly affirming, that the know- 
ledge of Christ was underived, as these texts affirm the reverse, and 
I am satisfied to give up the argument which they afford against his 
proper Deity — but not till then. To the same effiect as the foregoing 
declarations of our Lord himself, recorded in the Gospels, are several 
very distinct assertions contained in the other books of Scripture, 
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HbB. i. 1,2. Gody wbo at sundry times, and in divers manners, spake in tim« 
past unto the fathers by the prophetSy hath in these last days spoken unto us 6y 
hie Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by [through] whom also he 
made the worlds. 

The latter clause ought probably to be rendered, <' made the ages;'* 
but this is immaterial to our present purpose, since it is equally ap- 
parent, whatever translation be adopted, that the wisdom with which 
Christ taught, and the power which he exercised, were both derived 
from God, and not his own inlierently. To the same effect, we read 
in that book of Rbvblations to which Mr. Bagot is so remarkably 
fond of referring : 

Ret. 1. 1. The Revelation ofJeeue Chrieij which God gave unto him, to 
show unto his servants things which must shortly come to pass; and he sent 
and signified by hie angel unto his servant John. 

On which I shall only ask how it would be possible for Christ to 
receive from God a revelation, — that is, a discovery of things 
previously unknown, — if he were, at the very time when he received 
it, truly and properly God himself? 

4'. The places, wherein it clearly and pointedly stated that Christ 
derived from the Father his Power y are so numerous, that I can only 
bring forward a very meager selection. The following, however, will 
render this point perfectly obvious: 

John x. 32. Jesus answered them, Many good worke have I 'shown yon/rom 
my Father. 

In these words he undeniably refers to his Father, as the source of 
that miraculous energy which he possessed. 

John y. 19, 20. Then answered Jesus, and said unto them, The Son can 
no nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do; for whatsoever 
things he doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise. Fur the Father loveth the 
Son; aiu2 showeth him all things that himself doeth: and greater works he will 
shew faim than these, that ye may marvel. 

John v. 30. I can of mine own self do nothing. 

John viii. 28. Then said Jesus unto them. When ye have lifted up the Sun 
of man, then shall ye know that I am [he,] and that / do nothing qf myself. 

Acts x. 38. God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost, and with 
poweTm 

This verse I quoted before, to establish another point. The last 
word, however, is so peculiarly applicable to that which I am now 
engaged in illustrating, — viz, that our Lord's power was derived, not 
inherent, — that I feel I need make no apology for again presenting 
it to your notice. The same remark may be made on — 

Acts ii. 22. Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among yon, by 
miracles, and wonders, and signs, which God did by [i. e. through} him. 

No language can be more directly in favour of my argument, than 
that of our Lord in—* 

John xiv. 10. The Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the worhs. 

In farther proof of the same position, I now advert to the narrative 
of a remarkable occasion, on which the miraculous power which our 
Lord possessed was most conspicuously displayed: I mean the rais- 
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ing of Lazanis from the dead ; in which our Saviour most clearly 
acknowledges a derived power to work miracles : 

John xi. 21 — 23. Martha said unto Jesas, " Lord, if thou hadst been here, 
my brother had not died: but I know that even now» whatsoever thou voilt ask of 
God, €tod wUl give it thee." Jesus saith onto her, " Thy brother shall rise 
again!" [41—43.] And Jeans lifted up his eyes, and said, ^ Father! I thank 
thee that thou hast heard me. And I knew that thou hearest me always: but 
because of the people which stand by, I said it, that they may believe that thou 
hast sent me." And when he had thus spoken, he cried with a loud voice, 
** Lazarus, come forth." 

I may take this opportunity of adverting to a remark which Mr. 
Bagot made, founded on the words which occur in this passage: 
'^Because of the people which stand by I said it, that they may 
believe that thou hast sent me." From this expression he argued^ 
that all the various prayers which Christ presented to God, were 
not offered up in the desire, or with the intention, to procure any 
thing for himself; since he was himself the source and fountain of 
every blessing: but were simply designed to produce an effect on 
the people who surrounded him, and who witnessed his [^apparent^ 
devotion. Now, I pass by what appears to me a very irreverent 
mode of dealing with the character of Christ; which I think it is, to 
assert, that he did any thing, not for the real purpose for which il 
was professed to be done, but for the purpose of producing an effect 
on the minds of spectators. I recur to another incident in our Sa- 
viour*s conduct, which will prove that Mr. Bagot's hypothesis is very 
far from the truth. We are informed, that, on one occasion^ he 
retired to a mountain to pray, apart Did he pray in this manner, 
for the sake of effect on the minds of the by^standers? There were 
no by*standers. But, according to his own precept, he prayed to his 
Father, whose eye seeth in secret, and who was the only witness to 
his devotion. We read elsewhere, that our Saviour spent whole 
nights in prayer — the prayer of solitude and retirement. But all 
this was done, as Mr. Bagot informs us, because of those who stood 
by ! This explanation will not suffice. It will not do to say, that 
the human nature of Christ was then engaged in prayer to his proper 
Deity, for the sake of effect! Some other explanation of these pas* 
sages must be sought. 

5. 1 shall now prove to you, by precise and unequivocal declara^ 
tions of Scripture, that the AtUhority which Chrisc exercised was 
derived from the Father. I begin with his own words in—* 

Matt, xxviii. 18. All authority [i^ovtfid] is given unto me in heaven and in 
earth. 

Rbv. ii. 26, 27. He that o?ercometh and keepeth mv works unto the end, 
to him will I give authority oyer the nations: and he shall rule them with ai 
rod of iron: • • even as I have received of my Father, 

Now, let us suppose that these words — ** I will give authority over 
the nations, to rule them with a rod of iron" — had been spoken by 
our Saviour, without those other expressions which are found in the 
context, what an admirable proof of Christ's Supreme Divinity they 
would have furnished! Who could give authority over the nations, 
but God only? it would have been asked in a triumphant tone. Bui 
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from the text as it stands, it is evident that Christ himself had av- 
eeived this authority , and received it from the Father; which plainly 
shows that his meaiatorial authority^ or kingdom, is also derived from 
the Father. 

John iii. 3<5. The Father loveth the Sod, and hath given all things into kis 
hands. 

Our Lord does not say, that the Father had loved his human nature, 
and given all things into its hands; but that, in his whole and entire 
nature, the Father loved him, and entrusted him with the authority 
with which he was invested. I turn back to the prophecy in — 

Ldkb i. 32, 33. The Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his father 
David: and he shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of his king- 
dom there shall be no end. 

John iii. 37 — 39. All that the Father giveth me shall come to me; and him 
that cometh to me, £ will in no wise cast out: for I came down from heaven, 
not to do mine own will, hvt the will of Htm that sent me; and this is the Father's 
will that hath sent me, that of all which Ju hath given me, I should love nothing, 
but should raise it up again at the last day. 

John x. 17, 18. Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my 
life that I might take it again. No man taketh it from me, [See xix. 1 1.] but 
I lay it down of myself. / have authority Is^ovff/av} to lay it down, and I have 
authority to take it again. This promise have I received of my Father, \lvro>Ji : 
Promissio liiranfl.— Schleusner.] 

6. I am obliged, by want of time, to omit a great number of texts, 
which I have marked down in the notes that lie before me ; and all 
of which have a direct reference to the point which I am now illus- 
trating. Omitting them, as I conceive I may with perfect safety, 
after the numbers which have been already adduced, I come to those 
passages in which it is declared, that whatever Honour and Glory 
our Saviour had, were bestowed upon him by the Father, and were 
enjoyed in subordination to the Father. 

Phil. ii. 11. [He became obedient unto death:] wherefore God also hath 
highly exaUed him, and given him a name that^s above every name ; — ^that in [ Jv] 
tlie name of Jesus e^exy knee should bow, of [things] in heaven, and of [things] 
in earth, and of [things] under the earth; and that every tongue should confess 
that Jesus Christ is Lord, — to the glory of God, the Father! 

Had this quotation been found without those words which occur in 
the latter part and at the "beginning of the sentence, what a splendid 
proof it would have been supposed to afford of the inherent Deity of 
our Saviour! and what a copious theme for declamation it would 
have presented against any person who might have supposed that 
the phrases which it contains could be explained, so as not to argue 
the supremacy of the being to whom they are applied ! He would 
have been cried down, as guilty of tampering with the word of God 
and with the souls of men, by frittering away the express teaching of 
Scripture! Unfortunately, however, for those who might have made 
this use of the passage, the Apostle himself declares, that <^ God" 
elevated our Lord to his exalted station, and bestowed upon him 
that majestic name, and invested him with that pre-eminence which 
he enjoys; so that, even in his greatest state of dignity, this high 
and lofty Lord is subordinate and inferior to God, the Father; in so 
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much, that the homage and honour paid him, are rendered *< to the 
glory of Crod, the Father!" 

IIbb. ii. 9. We see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels>/pr 
the tujfering of difath, crowned with glory and honour. 

Surely, in this passage, the glory and honour of Christ are declared 
to be derived ! 

Andy lastly^ there are numerous assertions in Scripture, which 
prove that, 

IN ALL THINGS, CHRIST WAS AND IS SUBORDINATE AND INFERIOR 

TO THE VATHSR. 

Matt. xx. 20 — 23. Grant [said the mother of the sons of Zebedee to our 
Saviour] that these my two sons may sit, the one on thy right hand, and the 
other on thy left, in thy kingdom. * * He saith, * * To sit on my right hand and 
on my left hand, it not mine to grant, bxcept to thosb fok whom it is pae- 

PARED OF MY FATHER. 

Christy then, declared that stations of pre-eminence in his kingdom, 
he was not authorised to bestow. This was beyond his delegated 
authority, and belonged to the peculiar prerogative of his Father ! 
I leave it to yourselves to determine, whether this declaration can 
be reconciled with the doctrine of the proper Deity of Christ, by 
any principle of interpretation which would not make him guilty of 
equivocation, mental reservation, and not merely virtual, but actual 
falsehood. Against all such interpretations, 1 will record my pro- 
test. While I own myself a follower and disciple of Jesus, I will, in 
consistency with my faith and my profession^ vindicate his veracity 
from all aspersions ! 

John xIf. 28. Mr Fatber is greater than I. 

According to the orthodox interpretation^ these words must signify, 
" My Father is not greater th^n I" 

1 Cor. xi. 3. The head of every man is Christ; and the head of the winnan 
is the man; and the head of Christ is God. 

1 Cor. iii. 22, 23. Whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, or the world, or 
life, or death, or things present, or things to come; all are yours; and ye are 
Christ's } AND Christ is God's. 

Upon this text> I may repeat a supposition that I have already 
applied to some others. Had we reaa, that the world, and life, and 
death, and things present, and things to come, all were ChrUCe, — 
what a convincing argument it would have afforded to believers in 
his proper Deity ! 1 am quite, certain it would have been put for- 
ward prominently among the fancied proofs of his omnipotence. We 
find, however, that the assertion is made of Christians in general! 
Christians themselves are indeed declared^ in the next clause, to be- 
long to Christ; but in that which follows, Christ is, in the same 
terms, and therefore in the same sense, affirmed to belong to Crod! 
If this be not a proof of inferiority, I know not what proof would 
snffice. 

I shall only be able to advert to one passage more : 
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1 Cor. XT. 24 — 28. Then cometh the end, when [Christ] shall have deli- 
vered up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall hare put down 
all rule, and all authority, and all power: for he must reign till he hath put 
all enemies under bis feet. Death, the last enemy, shall be destroyed: for he 
hath ** put*' all things under his feet But when ne saith, ** All things are ptit 
under him,'' it i^ manifest that He is excepted who did **put" all things 
under him. And when all things shall be " put'' under him, then shall the San 
also he *' put^' under him that did "put" all things under him, — that God may 

BE ALL IN ALL ! 

Upon this context Mr. Bagot reasoned .at lengtlj; but I have not 
time to examine his statements minutely. It is unnecessary to dwell 
upon his proposed emendation of tlie version in the last clause; viz. 
*' that he [i.e. Christ] may be God, all in all;" because, after proving 
this must be the meaning of the passage, he admitted that it is not! 
On this point, therefore, I need not delay. Neither shall I controvert 
his view of the meaning of the particle rots, as denoting a particular 
point, rather than a continuous accession of time, I shall not con- 
test this criticism, because I entirely concur in it. But Mr. Bagot, 
in the remainder of his explanation, overlooked the fact, that the 
word which in King James* translation is rendered " shall be subject" 
is not an adjective in the original, but a verb in the future tense, 
{b^orayrjffsrai,) the same which is, in the other verses, translated '* put 
under;" and that it ought here to be rendered by the same, or an 
equivalent phrase. In fact, it means not " shall be subject,** but 
" shall be subjected;** and to disprove it, I challenge the world. 

I now leave my arguments in the hands of Mr. Bagot, with a 
parting request, that, if he thinks them worth noticing at all, he will 
state them correctly, and answer them fairly. 



Mr. bagot. — Mr. Porter has just called upon me to state the 
objections which he considers himself to hav^advanced against my 
doctrines, explicitly, and to answer them fairly. I beg to say, that 
this is a strange request. It is rather odd that he should ask me to 
argue against myself. There is not a single passage which Mr. 
Porter has advanced, which is not a positive and affirmative proof on 
roy side, substantiating and illustrating my propositions. Look, for 
instance, to the printed statement of my second proposition, and 
you will find that I have undertaken to prove, that the Lord Jesus^ 
Christ is Mediator and perfect Many as well as perfect God. Now, 
every passage advanced by Mr. Porter, in his last speech, has proved 
for me, that Christ wa^ a man. Why, then, should I argue against 
myself, by controverting these arguments? If he has kindly assisted 
me in building up my temple, why should I demolish the handiwork 
which he has performed in my behalf? In fact, instead of three 
speeches to-day, I shall have delivered six — three in my own person, 
and three in the person of Mr, Porter, as my representative! 

. I shall, therefore, refer to the arguments which Mr. Porter yes- 
terday advanced, and to which I have not as yet replied. 

He referred to Neh. ix. 27, ** According to thy manifold mer- 
cies, thou gavest them Saviours, who saved them out of the hand of 
their enemies ;* and he argued that I might as well maintain the 
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Deity of all (he Saviours spoken of in this text, as believe in the 
Deity of Christ from the fact of his being called " Saviour !'' I 
answer this by simply stating what my argument for the Deity of 
Christ, from bis being called ^^ Saviour,'* really is. It is just this : 
Jehovah is called " Saviour*' in (he highest sense of the toordf and Christ 
is called '* Saviour" in the highest sense of the wora: therefore, as 
there is only one Saviour in the highest sense, Christ is Jehovah. 
And on referring to 2 Pet. iii. 18, you will there find that Christ is 
styled Saviour in the highest sense of the term : " Grow in grace, 
and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ; to him 
be glory both now and for ever. Amen." 

He next referred to Exod. iii. 14, in which Jehovah says, " I am 
that I am;*' and then to 1 Con. xv. 10, in which the Apostle says, 
<< By the grace of God I am what I am :'* and he told me that I might 
as well argue for the Deity of Paul from a comparison of these two 
passages, as for the Deity of Christ from the comparison of text» 
which I instituted in the course of my address on Monday ! I ask, Am 
I to occupy your time by replying to sachr arguments as these? Is 
it necessary for me to show the difference between the language of 
Paul, '* By the grace of God I am what I am,** and the ineffable and 
incommunicable title of Jehovah, << I am that I am?'' 

These two examples will be sufficient to refute any other objec- 
tion of a similar description which Mr. Porter may have advanced. 
And 1 would again define the nature of the argument 1 have based 
upon a comparison of texts in which '* Jehovah*^ or <^God*' is 
spoken of, with others in which Christ is spoken of, by reminding 
you that I have selected only those texts in which characteristics or 
prerogatives 'peculiar to Deity are referred to " Jehovah" in one pas- 
sage, and to <* Christ *' in the corresponding passage. Mr. Porter 
himself has sanctioned this principle of reasoning, as 1 yesterday told 
you, by adopting it as a mode of proving the Deity of the Father; 
for he produced six or seven texts from the Gospel of John, in which 
<< God is spoken of, and compared them with corresponding pas- 
sages, in which the ^' Father" is spoken of under the very same cir- 
cumstances, and thence inferred that the Father is God; and, con- 
sequently, by his use of this principle of reasoning, he has given to 
it the impress of his sanction and approval. 

The argument which I deduced from the words of Christ in 
Matt, xxviii. 18, " All powifer (i^oytf/a) is given unto me in heaven 
and in earth," has been again and again objected against by Mr. 
Porter: I therefore beg to illustrate it. It is an obvious principle, 
that no vessel can hold more than what it is able to contain! A 
pint measure cannot contain Ut quart ! — therefore, the receiver must 
always have a capacity of retention commensurate with the dimen- 
sions of the thing received. As all power, then, in heaven and in 
earth is given to the Saviour, he must have a capacity commensu- 
rate with the possession of *^ a/rpower in heaven and in earth." Let 
Mr. Porter answer what that capacity is. And I would again re- 
mark the (lifference which there is between t^ovaia, "authority," 
which occurs in this text, and duvafiigy " ability." The doctrine I 
have laid down, in reference to these words, is this : That Christ, 
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as Mediator, received the << authority" (f^wata) from the Father; 
whilst, as God, he possessed in himself the '^abih'ty" (dvvafi/g) by 
which he was enabled to exercise the authority. Let Mr. Porter 
produce a passage in which it is said, that Christ, << in his highest 
capacity, nature, or condition," received ** ability" from a being infi- 
nitely superior to himself, and the question is settled ! 

He next produced the declaration of Paul, in Phil. iv. 13: ''I 
can do all things through Christ which strengtheneth me;" and he 
argued, that I might as well believe in the omnipotence of the Apos- 
tle Paul in consequence of this declaration, as in the omnipotence of 
Christ, in consequence of those passages in which he is represented 
as being able to do all things. But I remark, in reply to this objec- 
tion, that the word ^< all " is used in Scripture with a varying latitude 
of signification ; as it sometiioes denotes all things absolutely, and 
sometimes only all things of a particular class specified in the con- 
text. If, then, we examine this passage with even ordinary atten- 
tion, we shall find that the latter principle applies to it ; and that 
the Apostle simply means to say, that he '^ can do all things which 
Christ^s strengthening enabled him to do" So that this text presents 
to our minds a glorious and animating declaration of the confidence 
which Paul reposed in the omnipotence of Christ. 

He also referred to 1 John ii. 20: '' Ye have an unction from the 
Holy One, and ye know all things;" and argued, that this declara- 
tion would prove the omniscience of all Christians as effectually, 
as John xxi; 17 — **Lord, thou knowest all things" — ^can prove the 
omniscience of Christ. But here, also, I remark, that the expres- 
sion ** all things *' refiirs to a particular class defined in the passage 
Itself. In fact, this text may be thus paraphrased : " Ye have an 
unction from the Holy One, and ye know all things, of which that 
unction communicates the knowledge" On the other hand, the decla- 
ration in John xxi. 17 — ^^ Lord, thou knowest all things; thou know- 
est that I love thee" — is, as I said before, a regular syllogism; and, 
unless we understand the word <<aU" in its full and unrestricted 
sense, the inference drawn in the passage would be illogical and 
inconclusive. 

He next referred to the words of Christ, in Matt. xix. 28: 
'* Verily, I say unto you, that ye which have followed me in the 
regeneration, when, the Son of man shall sit in the throne of his 
glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes 
of Israel ; " and confronted this text with those which I advanced, 
to prove that Christ is to be the final judge: and he argued, that I 
might as well prove the Deity of the twelve Apostles from this pas- 
sage, as the Deity of Christ from thoie in which he is described as 
judge. I simply answer this objection, by calling on Mr. Porter to 
produce any one of those splendid descriptions of the judicial process 
of the last day which the Bible contains, in which it is stated that 
there wii^ be thirteen judges! This demand contains a sufficient 
answer to Ya% argument. 

Mr. Porter has advanced a good many observations, with reference 
to the names of God entering into the composition of the names of 
confessedly created beings ; and remarked that, on my principles of 
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reasoning, I ought to argue for the Deity of all such individuak. I 
ask, in reply. How does he prove this? Does he mean to say, that, if 
I find the name of << Christ" entering into the composition of Uie 
name of ** Antichrist," I am consequently to believe that Antichrist 
is Christ? or that, if I observe the letters I.H.S. on a tombstone, 
I am to believe that the tombstone is Jesus Hominum SalvatorF But 
in no case, in which the name of God enters into the composition of 
the name of a confessedly created being, could it ever be supposed, 
that the name of God was given as a proper appellation to the per- 
son so denominated. One of the great designs of the Jewish reli- 
gion> was to form a standing memorial of the exclusive Deity of the 
ONE God of Israel ; and one of the subordinate means by which this 
object was effected, was by inserting the name of Jehovah in the 
composition of the names of persons ^nd places, so as thereby to 
scatter monuments and proofs of his exclusive Godhead : so. that, 
when a Gentile came from his own country to the land of Judea, he 
found, in every place so designated, a testimony against the Poly- 
theism of his own people, and in favour of the Deity of the one God 
of Israel. Or whenever a Jew, who bore a similarly constructed 
name, travelled into another country, he carried with him, in that 
very name, a similar proof that the God of Israel was the only true 
God. But, further, let me examine the import of some of these 
compound names, to which Mr. Porter has referred. Jacob was 
called Israel, not because he was God, but because he had power 
vnth God, and prevailed. The designation of <* Jehovah Jireh," which 
Abraham gave to the place where he was about to offer up Isaac, 
signifies, *^ Jehovah will provide;" and was a short prophetic declara- 
tion^ pointing to the atonement of the Saviour, whom " God hath 
set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood ; " and of 
which atonement, the presentation of Isaac upon the altar was a 
type. The name, ^' Jehovah Nissi," was not intended to deify the 
altar to which it was given by Moses; but was simply a short sen- 
tence, equivalent to saying, ** Jehovah is my banner." And the name 
of Elijah was equivalent to this sentence: '* Jehovah is my God." In 
fact, all these compound names were short commemorative sentences, 
not relating to the objects to which they were given; but intended to 
be descriptive of facts relating to Jehovah, and to reflect back upon 
the mind of every person who heard these names pronounced, an 
overwhelming testimony of his exclusive Deity. Just as if a ray of 
light came down from the meridian sun, and, forming an angle on a 
surface against which it darted, sent back upon the eye of the ob- 
server a reflected specimen of the brightness of that great orb from 
which it originated; so, an emanation of the glory of God coming 
down from the eternal throne, and meeting, as it were, in an angle 
in the name of £lijah, carried back upon the minds of those who 
heard that name pronounced, a reflected evidence of the Deity of 
Jehovah, so as to lead them, by an irresistible influence, from a con- 
templation of the creature, back to a recognition of the majesty and 
glory of the great Creator. But the title of '* Jehovah our righteous- 
ness," which is given to Christ in Jsr, xxiii. 6, is of a different nature 
from those to which I have just referred. In this case, the name 
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*< Jehovah" was actually given to Christ, <4he Branch:" whereafl^ 
when Abraham called the place where he offered Isaac, " Jehovah 
Jireh," he did not mean to say that the place was Jehovah, or that 
the place would provide; or, when Moses called the altar <* Jehovah 
Nissi," he did not mean to say that the altar was his banner, but 
that Jehovah was his " banner." So that we here ascertain a gene- 
ral principle by which to try the value of these compound words; 
viz. if we can substitute the name of the object in place of the word 
<* Jehovah," and read it in connexion with the other word which was 
connected with Jehovah, then we may infer, that the name of ^* Je- 
hovah*' is applicable to the object. Now, if we apply this rule to 
the cases above adduced, it will appear evident, that we cannot say 
that *< the altar is my banner," or <* the place will provide;" whereas, 
if we apply the same rule to Jer. xxiii. 6, we shall find, that we may 
substitute the name *' the Branch " for the name '< Jehovah," so as to 
say *' the Branch is our righteousness;" for we read, in 1 Cor. i. 30, 
that " Christ is made unto us wisdom and righteousness;" and, in 
Rom. X. 4, that ** he is the end of the law for righteousness." Hence 
it is manifest, that, in Jer. xxiii. 6, we may interchange the names 
** Jehovah " and *< Christ," so as either to say, ** Jehovah is our right- 
eousness, or "Christ is our righteousness;" therefore, "Christ" is 
'< Jehovah," since there is only one righteousness by which we are 
justified. And, further, on considering the nature of righteousness 
88 implying our standing clear aud guiltless by the transferred moral 
merit of another, we must infer, that no person less than Jehovah 
could supply a righteousness to sinful man: for what creature could 
perform a transferable work? 

I shall now proceed to investigate the principle which Mr. Porter 
has advanced in reference to subordinate agency in creation^ and the 
doctrine which he has based upon an assumption of that principle, 
that Christ was nothing more than an instrument, employed by an 
if^nitely superior power, for the accomplishment of that great work. 
This doctrine I oppose upon the following grounds : — 

This opinion is manifestly inconsistent with the declaration in Gen. 
i. 1, that, "in the beginning God created the heavens and the earth." 
For here we have no revelation made of an instrument having been 
employed. And, again, we read in the third verse, that " God said. 
Let there be light :'* but did a subordinate agent interpose, in order to 
effect its production P Surely not; for " God said, Let there be light, 
AND THERE WAS LIGHT." Who docs uot sec, that the application of 
Mr. Porter's principle to this passage is calculated to destroy the 
evidence it contains of the omnipotent efficacy of the very fiat of the 
Eternal, and to extract and obliterate those traces of majesty and 
power, which even an Heathen author could recognise as a worthy 
reflection of the glory of that great being of whom Moses wrote! 
The creation of the world is also described in Isa. xliv. 24, in the 
following terms : " Thus saith the Lord thy Redeemer, and be that 
formed thee from the womb: I am the Lord that maketh all things ; 
that stretcheth forth the heavens alone; that spreadeth abroad the 
earth by myself* — and in Isa. xlv. 12, in the following terms: " I 
have made the earthy and created man upon it: I, even my hands. 
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bave stretched out the heavens^ and all their host have I commanded." 
— In these passages there is no allusion whatever to the interference 
of an instrumental cause. In fact, creation is represented in Scripture 
as so peculiarly and exclusively the work of Deity, that it would be 
the very same thing to imagine, that a creature has been changed 
into God, as that a creature could have been the Creator! 

But this principle of a subordinate instrument iu creation, would 
at once contradict the argument which the Apostle institutes in Rom. 
i. 20. This passage is as follows-c '^ For the invisible things of him, 
from the creation of the world, are clearly seen ; being understood 
by the things that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead; 
so that they are without excuse:" or we may paraphrase it thus: 
" For the attributes of the Creator, which are in themselves invisible 
— namely, his eternity, power, and Godhead — ^are discernible by an 
obvious inference from a contemplation of those things which he has 
created: so that the Heathen are without excuse." Here the Apostle 
assumes, that creation is a demonstrative proof of the eternity, power, 
and Godhead of the Creator; upon the same principle which the 
Psalmist lays down in the nineteenth Psalm, where he says, ^' The 
heavens declare the glory of God, and the firmament showeth hie 
handy-work." — Now, I care not, as far as my argument from this 
passage is concerned, whether you speak of a supreme agent or of 
a subordinate instrument, or whether you institute a distinction be- 
tween a primary and a secondary cause; for most unquestionably 
the argument of the apostle, in this passage, is plainly this : That 
when we look abroad, with an admiring eye, upon the splendid fa- 
bric of the universe, and survey the complicated, yet simple principles, 
by which the great architect has cemented and sustained the produce 
of his power, — we necessarily see such outgoings of eternal power 
and Godhead consolidated with his work, that we are irresistibly 
convinced of the omnipotent supremacy of the proximate worker: 
mark — I say, of the worker; of tne person who comes into immediate 
contact and direct collision with the execution of the work. For the 
argument of the Apostle implies, that it is o/* him the testimony is 
made. And observe how it is declared in this text, that the visible 
creation is a proof not merely of the eternal power, hut of the God* 
head of the Creator; and also that it does not merely speak of a 
sufficiency of power, but of a power that is eternal, which must be a 
power that cannot be controlled. 

But, again, this doctrine of a subordinate and finite insti'ument 
in creation, is contrary to the declaration of the Apostle, iu Rom. i. 25; 
where he speaks of the Heathen having *' worshipped and served the 
creature more than the Creator." Here there is no mention of a 
person intervening between the creature and the Creator ; but all 
beings in existence are, in this text, classed under two denomina- 
tions — the creature and the Creator; and both are mentioned with 
such distinctness, as to show that a creature could not have been the 
Creator, nor could the Creator have been a creature. 

Further: wetead in Heb. iii. 4, "He that built all things is God;" 
and this declaration is made without any reference to a primary or 
secondary cause. And I request you to observe^ that the builder is 
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Ihe person "vho actually executes the work; therefore, whether you 
represent Cbri&t as the instrument or not> stUl there is a principle 
propounded here which proves him to be " God." 

I read the following address to Jehovah^ in Neh. ix. 6: " Thou, 
«ven thou, art Lord alone; thou hast made heaven, the heaven of 
heavens, with all tlieif host, the earth, and all things that are therein, 
the seas, and all that is therein." Now, might I not as well maintain, 
that the " Jehovah" who is here addressed was a subordinate agent 
in the hands of some superior Deity, who did not manifest himself in 
the work, but sat behind the curtain of the universe; as argue that, 
though it is said of Christ in Col. i. 16, "by him were all things 
created," yet he was not the Creator, except in this inferior sense ? 

But, in fact, creation was not a towk in the sense in which we 
understand the term. It was effected, not by " working^* but by *' com- 
mandvnar This is proved by the passage to which I have already 
referred, in Gen. i. 3^ " God said. Let there be light; and there was 
light;" also from Ps. xxxiii* 9: " For he spake, and it was done; he 
•commanded, and it stood fast;" and Ps. cxlviii. 5: He commanded, 
*nd they were created;" and from Isa. xlv. 12: "All their host have 
I commanded." I ask, then. What was the occasion for a subordi- 
nate agent, if the work was achieved by the^a^ of the Creator ? Does 
not such a doctrine detract from the perfect efficieticy of the com- 
mand of the Eternal P Surely there was nothing for a subordinate 
agent to effect. And, to suppose the intervention of any secondary 
instrumentality between the command of God and the effect pro- 
duced, would^ destroy the omnipotence of God, by referring the more 
•difficult part of the work to a created and finite instrument, and the 
eoMer department to the superior being; for surely, it is far easier to 
command, than to do; it is far easier to say, " Let there be light," than 
actually to generate and produce the light. And Mr. Porter would 
<do well to «bow, bow a created agent could be of any avail, where 
there was not any pre-existent matter upon which his limited facul- 
ties could be brought to bear. For a finite instrument could not 
create. For, what, let me ask, is creation ? Is it not an origination 
from nothing P — a filling up, as it were, of that ^mmeasured vacuum 
which exists by the inherent constitution of all things as ordained of 
God, between a state of being and a state of nonentity P And what 
created being could conduct any thing through that infinite process 
of origination P Surely nothing but the unlimited and unrestricted 
power of Jehovah could achieve so great a work. In fact, the doc- 
trine which teaches that Christ, as a created and subordinate agent, 
could create a world, amounts to this — That a finite power per- 
forms EVERY THING, WHILST THE INFINITE POWER OF GOD PERFORMS 

ABSOLUTELY NOTHING. I Say it again: This doctrine represents the 
power of Christ, as a finite and delegated power, achieving all things; 
whilst the infinite omnipotence of Jehovah — the length, and breadth, 
and height, and depth of which, the highest angel cannot scan — is 
represented, on Mr. Porters principle, as retaining its lodgment 
within the nature of Deity, reposing in a state of inactive indolence, 
whilst the stupendous work of creation was effected by the instru- 
Qientality of a subordinate cause. And, at the same time, such is the 

T 
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nature of the work, that we would be led to regard the immediate agent, 
by whom the power was actually exerted^ as our Creator and our God. 

But let me suppose, for a moment, that Christ, as a created being, 
was the subordinate instrument in the creation of the world. I ask, 
then, whether did God impart to him a Jlnite or an infinite power, as 
a qualification for the work ? Let me examine this dilemma: Stip- 
pose I am answered that God imparted to Christ an infinite power, 
1 reply at once, that this would represent him as conveying over to 
a creatwe (for the supposition is, that Christ is a creature) an incom- 
municable attribute of Deity. It would also involve a suppositioB 
of the existence of two omnipotent beings — the being who originally 
had infinite power in himself, and the being to whom that infinite 
power was imparted. But it requires only an exercise of the first 
principles of common sense to know, that the existence of two dis- 
tinct omnipotent beings is a philosophical absurdity; because, if one 
be omnipotent, he must necessarily possess control and power over 
the other. So that we conclude it to be impossible, that God, as an 
infinitely superior being, could have imparted omnipotence to Christ; 
as he would, by doing so, have surrendered even his own infinite supe- 
riority. But I may be told, that be only communicated B.fini§e 
power to Christ, to enable him to create. I call, then, on Mr. rorter 
to prove how definite power could be sufficient for the execution of so 
great a work. Perhaps he will answer, that, because creation is ia 
\tse\f* finite, a finite power could be able to create. But mark the 
sophism which is involved in this reply: it assumes that the word 
" finite" has the same signification in the two clauses of the sentence: 
whereas this word, when applied to creation, is a term of quantity"; 
but when applied to power, is a term of quality. And, therefore, 
there is no such analogy between a " finite power ' and a " finite crea- 
tion ;" and the answer is nothing more than a mere play on words. 
Consequently, the doctrine which supposes that a finite power is 
sufficient for creating, must fall to the ground. 

But, again, let me imagine this doctrine to be true. I should 
like, then, to know what proof has any man that God is omnipotent, 
if a finite power could create. Is it not by a reference to the works 
of creation that we usually argue for the uncontrolled and illimitable 
power of the Eternal P And if creation cannot demonstrate the omni- 
potence of Jehovah, does it not follow, that he has achieved nothing 
by which to prove the boundless nature of his physical power? — ^^But 
I have said enough to warrant me in drawing this general conclusion, 
that creation is the work of Deity — ^that the omnipotence of the Crea- 
tor is written, in legible characters, upon the visible structure of the 
material universe; and that, as Christ is revealed in Scripture as the 
being by whom "all things were created," he must be omnipotent, 
and, therefore, God. 

But before I conclude this address, I must refer you to a passage 
upon which those who agree with Mr. Porter are accustomed to lay 
considerable stress, and which he has advanced -to-day, as an argu- 
ment against the true Deity of Christ. The passage I allude to, is 
to be found in John xiv. 28, "If ye loved me, ye would rejoice, 
because i said, I go unto my Father: for my Father is greater 
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than I." When Mr. Porter quoted the latter clause of the text, he 
omitted altogether the former clause, *' If ye loved me, ye would re- 
joice, because I said, I go unto my Father;** and by doing so, he left 
an impression upon the meeting, that the clause, " My Father is greater 
than I" is the primary and prominent sentence in the text; whereas, 
it is evident from its being connected with the preceding part of the 
verse by the word "for,** (which is a small word of three letters, the 
grammatical use of which is, to marry one part of a sentence to 
another,) that it is a subordinate part of the passage, the meaning of 
which is qualified by the words which go before. I shall now explain 
the passage upon this principle: and, first, I request you to observe, 
that Christ does not say, '* My Father was greater than T,*' in refer- 
ence to his pre-existent' glory ; nor, ** My Father will he greater 
than T,** in referenee to the glory which he was to resume after his 
exaltation : but he uses a style of expression which shows, thpt he 
refers to the present time, — to the time of his humiliation in the flesh. 
The Apostles had been expressing regret at the announcement of his 
immediate departure, and this passage contains a soft rebuke of the 
selfishness of their feelings. We may paraphrase it thus: " If ye 
really loved me on my own account — if the regard and afi^ction you 
profess to entertain, were purely disinterested in its nature; so fai^ 
from evincing sorrow- at the prospect of my departure, you would 
rejoice that I shall leave this state of temporary degradation, that I 
shall cease to be the man of sorrows, and acquainted with grief, and 
that I shall resume that original and essential glory which I enjoyed 
with the Father from eternity. For, as long as I continue in my 
present state of humiliation, my Father is greater in glory than I; 
bat when the days of my flesh shall terminate, I shall then be glori- 
fied with the Father's own self, with that glory which I had with him 
before the world was created.** This is obviously the correct para- 
phrase of the passage; for no other interpretation of the words, *' For 
my Father is greater than I,** could justify or attach any force to the 
interesting appeal which the Saviour makes to the love and aflection 
of his disciples. This text, therefore, when rightly understood, 
affords no objection against the Deity of the Saviour ; but refers 
only to that temporary condition, during the continuance of which, 
he " made himself of no reputation.** 

Mr. porter.— Mr. Bagot has told us, that the term "infinite,** 
as applied to the works of creation, is a term of quantity; and that 
the same term, as applied to the power exerted in creation, is a term 
of quality. I beg therefore to ask him, if, when applied to power, 
it be a term of quality, what is the particular description or quality 
of power which it denotes ? Does it denote moral power, or physical 
power, or metaphysical? Or, if none of these, what other sort or 
classification of power P 

Mr. bagot. — I consider that I have explained myself in a 
sufficiently satisfactory manner to the meeting. I will not be drawn 
into any metaphysical subtleties or disquisitions. I look upon the 
subject of our discussion to be simply a question oifact, to oe esta- 
blished by the production of testimony. 
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FOURTH DAY. 



Mr. BAGOT. — Before I proceed to answer the remainder of 
Mn Porter's argunaents, there are a few positive and affirmative posi^- 
tions into which my two propositions maybe subdivided; in support 
of which, I wish to advance, in a summary way, a few positive and 
affirmative proofs, in addition to what I have allready given i 

1 St, I believe that we ought to address our prayera to the Divine 
Being; for which I refer to the proofs contained in the following, 
passages: Phil. iv. 6, 7; 1 Tim. iu 1, 2, 3; 1 John iiL 22. 

2d, I believe thai we ought to direet our prayers to the Father^ 
and to worship hira as well as the Son; for proof of which I refer to 
the example of Christ himself, '* io the days of his flesh," who fre- 
quently prayed to the Father, not only in public, but in private; and 
aUo to the examples of the Apostles, recorded in Acts iv. 24> toi 
30, &c. 

3d, I believe that we ought to pray through Christ, as Mediator r 
for proof of which I refer to Rom. i. 8, &c. 

4th, I believe that Christ, as Mediatory is subordinate to the 
Father, who sustains the higher office in the mediatorial plan of the 
Gospel. This is proved by John iii. 35 ; viii. 26 — 28; x. 18 and 32 ; 
3^ii. 49, 50; xvii. 7, 8; Acts x. 38; Rom. xv. 6; Ephes. L 16, 17;^ 
iii. 14, 15; Hbb. iL 9; Rev. i. 1; ii. 27. You may perceive that 
Mr. Porter has been acting as an animated Concordance for me, for 
which I here take the opportunity to retura him my best thanks. 

Mr. Porter yesterday alluded to two distinct senses, in which the 
term " worship" is used in Scripture r 1st, as denoting the homage 
which is paid to God by his creatures ; and, 2dly, as denoting that 
external respect which we pay to a superior fellow'CreB.iure* la 
these I fully concur; and I also agree with hira in considering that 
the instances which he referred to (in Gen. xxiii. 7 ; xlix. 8; Matt. 
xviii. 26; Luke xiv. 10; Rev. iii. 7 to 9) are very clear and satis- 
factory instances of this secondary kind of worship; but I caution 
him not to use these instances in order to dilute the meaning of the 
term worship when applied to Christ, because they will equally dilute 
the meaning of the same term when applied to the Father. There 
is no higher Greek word denotiog worship than ^Potf^uvsAii, which is 
applied to Christ in Heb.. i. 6, and elsewhere; and is the same word* 
which Christ himself uses in John iv. 23, 24,. to denote the highest 
kind of worship, *< worship in spirit and in truth,*' which is given to 
the Father I ** The hour is coming, and now is, when the true wor- 
shippers ('x^fxtxuvnrai) shall worship the Father in spirit and in trath,"^ 

Now, upon Mr. Porter's principles, he must admit that ^m^xuvij- 
dowtf/, *' shall worship/' is here used in its highest sense; and Itbere* 



149 

fore infer, from the paralleltsm of the two passages, that it is also^ 
used in its highest sense in Hxb. i. 6. 

Mr. Porter adduced the instance recorded in Dan. ii. 46, of 
NsBUCHADNEZZAR worshif^ing Daniel* I ask him, in reply, does 
he mean to confront the act of an idolatrous and heathen king with* 
the command of God the Father, in Heb. i. 6> *' Let all the angel» 
of God worship Christ"!'! 

He also referred to 1 Chron. xxix. 20, where on David's com-^ 
manding the people to *' bless the Lord their God," it is added, that 
** the people bowed their heads, and worshipped God and the king." 
I ask him, in reply, does he not know that the Jewish government 
was a theocracy — that Gc^d was really their King, and that the words, 
^God and the King," both refer to the one Jehovah; and this inter- 
pretation renders the obedience which the people gave to David's 
eommand commensurate with what he desired them to do. He only 
de^red them ** to bless the Lord their God," but said nothing aibout 
worshipping himself. 

In reply to my argument from the prayers of Stephen, recorded 
in Acts vii. 59, 60, Mr. Porter argued that Christ was visible to- 
Stephen when he presented these prayers to him. I request you, 
in reply, to look to the passage; and you will find that Stephen had 
seen the vision in the council-hall within the city, and that it was not 
until they had cast him out of the city (as stated in ver. 58), that he 
offered up these prayers. But what difference could the fact of 
Stephen's seeiny Christ make ? How does Mr. Porter prove that 
it is no idolatry to offer direct prayer, and ascribe divine power, to a 
creature, if that creature be only seen at the time? Surely, if it 
makes any difference, it is this r it renders the idolatry of Stephen 
ten times worse — for if he had seen Jesus (a creature, on Mr. Porter's 
principles) standing at the right hand of God, he should not have 
diverted and turned away his prayers from the Creator to a creature ! ! 
In order to answer my argument from Heb. i. 6, — *' When he 
bringeth in the first-begotten into the world, he saith, And let all 
the angels of God worship him," — Mr. Porter has informed us, that 
Christ is personally present with th(e angels in heaven; and that, 
therefore, they may worship him without idolatry. I ask him, in 
reply to this, Does he mean to argue, upon this principle, that the 
object of religious worship should be personally absent? If so, let 
him mark the consequence which follows, viz, : the Father is the 
object of religious worship to the angels in heaven ; therefore, accord- 
ing to Mr. Porter's principles, the Father is not in heaven ! ! 

He has also made a strange assertion, that, when Paul prayed to 
Christ, he had appeared to him, and waa 'personally present and 
visible to him. I answer, that he cannot prove this, in reference to 
Christ's humanity ; for there is not a single word in the passage, 
which could lead us to draw this inference ; — and I should be sorry 
that Mr. Porter should become obnoxious to the curse of adding to 
the word of Ciod; and we are told, that the heavens were to receive 
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tii^ humtnity of Christy " mnHl the times of the resiUutim of aH 
things" But, if he means that Christ was personally present aa to 
his superior nature, I fully grant it; because, as I believe in his 
Deity, I belteve him to be, in that respect, omnipresent. 

Mr. Porter yesterday told uS| that " any Unitarian wodd gladly 
worship Christ if he was present, just as he said that Stephen and 
Paul did." I now ask him» is he willing to abide by this declara- 
tion ? If so, let him worship Christ this instant ; for he has said^ 
'* Where two or three are gathered together in my name, there am 1 in 
the midst of them.** 

Mr. Porter yesterday pledged his character as a scholar, that 
Acts ix. H,-*-" those that call upon thy name," — and 1 Cor. i. 2,-^ 
** those that in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ," — 
might be translated : '* those that are called by the name,*' &a I aiw 
sorry he would sell his reputation as a scholar at so cheap a price » 
for he ought to have known, from a mere hbtorical fact, that this 
interpretation will not answer for Acts ix. 14 ; as believers in Christ 
were not called by his name until some years afterwards, at Antiochy 
'^ where the disciples were first called Christians." 

But I still further say, that the structure of the Cih-eek will not adoftHt 
of the translation which he has proposed. When the verb f^/x<xXsu 
signifies to be called by the name of, it is construed with the prepo*" 
sition <^/, as in Acts xv. 17 • 6f> ovg iietx^Kkftrai rh ow/Md fiou W awbg^ 
And I would add, that the verb e^/xaXsof, is used, in the Septuagint 
version of Gen. iv. 26, xii. 8, and xiii. 4r, in the sense of praying to^ 
and worshipping Jehovah. Also, in Rom. x. 12, 13 : " Fcnr the same 
Lord over aU is rich unto all that call upon him (iig ^dvrag roug e^i^ 
xakoufj^vovg avrSv); for whosoever shall call upon the name of the 
Lord (og ocv s^/xaXs(»)ra/) shall be saved ; " (a quotation from Joe£» 
ii. 32, spoken of Jehovah by the prophet, and here applied to Christ 
by the apostle;) — and in I PaT.i. 17, we find the same word applied 
to the Father, where we read, ** If ye call on the Father," &c* (si 

Mr. Porter yesterday asserted, that Kvpt 'intfoD, in the prayer of 
Stephen in Acts vii. 59» might be translated, '< Lord of Jesus." 
AIbbI alasl did be not know that these words mvst be rendered in 
apposition to each other, since there is no article dividing them, and 
that the phrase *< Lord of Jesus " should be K{jpi rov *lriamill 

He nefsit referred to Rev. i. 4, 5, '< From him who is, and was, and 
is to come» and from the seven spirits which are before his throne; 
and from Jesus Christ, the faithftU and true witness;" and he ai^ed, 
that the apostle here refers to seven created spirits, and that I might 
as well argue for their Deity, as for the Deity of Christ on the ground 
of his being included in the similar benedictions of Paul: but I ask, 
bow did it happen, that he did not at once see that as the Father and 
Son are here described by a periphrasis, the consistency of the text 
requires that the words^ the " seven spirits before his throne," should 
also be regarded as a periphrastical description of a person? — and it 
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18 evident, from the context, that this dause is a designation of the 
Holy Spirit, in allusion to his manifestations to the seven churches. 

The number seven is constantly used in Scripture, to denote 
i:ompIeteness or perfection; as in Job v. 19; Psalm xii. 6; Prov. 
vi. 16: and in the book of the Rbvelation the perfection of God's 
governn>ent is denoted by the symbolic agency of seven angels, se- 
ven seals, seven plagues, seven phials ; and the perfection of Christ's 
wisdom is described, in Rev. v. 6, by the possession of seven horns 
and seven eyes: therefore, this is just the book in which we naturally 
expect to find a symbolic designation of the Holy Ghost, as I main- 
tain that the phrase under consideration is. 

He next adverted to Has. i. 8, in which the Father is represented 
as saying to the Son, <*Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever!" 
and he stated, that this passage might as well be translated thus : 
** God is thy throne for ever and ever." I must, therefore, examine 
this criticism. The passage in the Greek is as follows : U^g Ac r&y 
vi69' ^^vog dou, 6 ^hg, ug rhv ouSjhi rou cuSmg, And I argoe against his 
proposed rendering of it for the following reasons: 

(1.) It would destroy altogether the use for which the Apostle 
made the assertion, or the connexion of the clause with his general 
argument. His object in the chapter is to show the superiority of 
Christ to angels. But Mr. Porters rendering of the text would 
destroy this object, since God is, in a figurative sense, the foundation 
of the throne of every one who sits upon a throne. He is the foun- 
dation of the thrones, dominions, and principalities in heavenly places, 
as well as of the mediatorial throne of Christ. 

^2.) It is very easy to understand the expressions — *' God is a 
sun' — " God is a shield" — or *< God is a rock," to which Mr. Porter 
alluded; but it would be difficult to understand the expression ** God 
is thy throne,** without introducing into the pass^e, some ellipsis to 
explain it, which we cannot do. 

(S.) If this proposed translation be correct, the word ^^vo^, as 
Che predicate of the proposition, should more naturally -be without 
the article. 

(4.) As the person who sits upon the throne is greater than the 
throne itself, his proposed rendering of the text would give to 
Christ all the prominence and superiority over the Father, which 
would be blasphemous. 

So that I ask, on what fHrinciple does be argue for this transla- 
tion? It cannot be by Licentia Poetica: it must be by some new 
6gure of rhetoric of which I am not aware, and which, until he tells 
me its proper name, I shall designate Licentia UnitarianaH! 

But in connexion with Hbb. i. 8, he referred to Psalm xlv. 
which he applied to Solomon ; but, I ask, where was his proof for 
such application ? He quoted, indeed, the title of the Psalm, <* A 
Song of Loves ;'* but did he not know that the titles of the Psalms 
are no part of the inspired original, and have no authoriiy whatever ? 
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He y«flterday alluded to Bishop Horslsy, whicli ied me to imagioe 
that he had read his works ; but had he read the Bishop's Sermoas 
on Psalm xlv., he never would have hazarded so gratuitous, so un- 
proved, and so unproveable an opinion as that Psalm xlv. refers to 
Solomon. Does he not know, that the " testimonyof Jesus is the 
spirit of prophecy P" Does he not know that David, in spirit, 
spoke of Christ ? — and has he not read the last verse of this Psalm, 
*' I will make thy name to be remembered in all generations ; there- 
fore shall the people praise thee for ever and ever;" which never 
could be applied, in any sense, to Solomon? I beg to inform him, 
that Psalm xlv. refers to the mystical and spiritual union which 
subsists between Christ and his Church. He referred to the fact of 
the Queen being spoken of as accompanied by Virgins that be her 
fellows, as a difficulty in the Psalm ; but let me tell him that the 
Queen is the Church universal, the Virgins that be her fellows are 
ihe different denominations of Christians ; for there are different 
denominations and different partitions between the various denomi- 
Aations which constitute the Catholic Church of Christ. It would, 
indeed, be a glorious state of unanimity, if no such partitions exist- 
ed, and that the Church on earth tvere even now, what it shall be 
hereafter, ** one fold under one Shepherd :" but in the meantime, I 
say to you, my Orthodox Presbyterian fellow-christiaos— to you, my 
fellow-christians of the Covenanting Synod — of the Secession Church 
— of the Methodist^ and Quaker Connexion, and of the Independent 
denomination, — ^let us now congratulate one and other that the par- 
tition walls that divide us are not so high, but that we can even 
stretch our arms across them, and extend the right hand of Christian 
fellowship to those from whom we are thus for a time divided 1 ! 

Mr. Porter yesterday argued, that r6rt v^oraytiasraiy in 1 Cor. 
XV. 28, should be rendered, *< then shall the Son be madb subject.** 
Surely this implies, if it implies any thing, that he is not now sub- 
ject ! ! ! But I beg to refer him to the difference between the active 
and passive voices of this verb, which is proved in this very passage, 
where both occur. ucroratftfo; is to arrange under; vjtoraeaofiaif in 
the passive, is to be^irranged under, or to be subject; and it cannot 
mean to be made subject, unless by superadding a passive significa- 
tion to the passive ! 

He argued that the title of Son of God** implies that Christ is 
inferior to God. If so, his title, ** Son of man,** implies that he is 
inferior to man. Hence Mr. Porter must be something lower than 
a Humanitarian ! ! ! I 

He argued that the subjection of Christ to the Father implied 
inferiority of nature. If so, he must have been inferior in nature 
to Joseph and Mary, because he went down to Nazareth, and was 
subject unto them i ! ! ! 

He argued that he that is sent must be necessarily inferior in nature 
to him that sent him I I beg to say, that the fact is quite the reverse; 
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rfor suppose { required to send a messenger to any place, do you think 
I would choose a dog or cat, or any animal of an inferior nature to 
myself, to be my messenger: I would certainly send a person of the 
«ame nature with myselfl But I would here distinctly remark, that 
-official subordination never can prove natural inferiority ; and official 
subordination involves merely a compliance with the toill of another, 
and nothing more; and may be voluntarily assumed by an equal, at 
it was by Christ— for he says, ** Lo, I come to do thy will, O God.'* 

His criticism en Col* i. 16, that iv auru ^avra ixna^ should be, 
*^ In him were all tilings created,*' is worth nothing; because fv is 
constantly used, in the New Testament, in the sense of '< 6y,'* and 
in this very passage it is explained by d/a at the end of the verse. 
We have, in fact, in this passage, three forms of expression, viz. — 

Iv ahrifj, 

■^ • t *• 

0/ OL\)T0\J, 

connecting Christ, in every possible way, as the sustaining, origin 
nating, and final Cause of the creation of all things. And I would 
liere remark, that if he were only the subordinate instrument in the 
hands of a superior being, it could not have been said, that all things 
were created <' for liim," ug a\)rh\ as, in that case, all things would 
have been created /or the being who employed him. 

He next referred to 1 CoR. iii. 21, 23, '< Therefore, let no man 
^lory in men,yor all things are yours; whether Paul or Apollos," &c. 
It is quite evident from the context, which Mr. Porter read, that the 
expression, <* All things are yours,*^ is but a figurative mode of as- 
serting, that all the ministers of the church are appointed, and all 
the arrangements of the Gospel made^ for the spiritual benefit of the 
church. 

His quotation from John vi. 57» ^' I live by the Father," and 
others of a similar kind, prove affirmatively that, in the possession of 
a derived existence, which is a necessary attribute of human nature, 
Christ was a perfect man ; but, as to his Deity, we read iti Johbt 
i. 4j, ** In him was life." 

As to John v. 26, ^' As the Father hath life in himself, so hath 
fie given to the Son to have life in himself," I call upon Mr. Porter 
to show how a created and finite being could be capable of «ven 
receiving the same independent existence as his Creator, so as to 
** have life in himself^** as " his Creator has life in himself** 

As to John v. 20, '* The Father showeth him all things that him- 
self doeth;" diis passage only proves that his knowledge is <iommen^ 
surate with the works of the Father, which is a knowledge that no 
creature could contain. 

As to CoL. i. 19, ** It pleased the Father th^ in him should all 
^fulness dwell ;" his quoting this only proves, that the English trans- 
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-lation is not, IQ his e$tiniation» quite so inferior to tbi? original ns 
he asserted. The words, " the Father^* are supplied by the trans- 
iator^; and / might as well supply the word, ^^ himself,^' and read 
,the text thus, " For it pleased himself that in biofi should all fulness 
fiwoW" And this is only one proof out of many that a new transla- 
tion of the Scriptures, /at7A/t<//y executed, would be more favourable 
Xo the Deity of Christ than the present. 

As to John v. SO, " Of myself I can do nothing: as 1 hear I 
.judge;" the expression, ^*do nothing,'* is here explained to mean, 
<that he does nothing, as Judge^ of himself. And I ask, Could Deity 
act otherwise? Would the Supreme God judge the world from ca- 
price or prepossession^ and without a proper examination of evidence 
for the satisfaction of the persons judged ? 

Mr. Porter yesterday asserted, w|ien contrasting the Epistles 
with the Gospels, that what comes from Christ is of the highest 
authority. T reply, all Scripture comes from Christ; for ii* was the 
Spirit of Christ, which was in the authors, that gave testimony of 
what is revealed, (1 Pet. i. 10, 11; Gal. I. 12): therefore the 
Epistles are as authoritative as th^ Gospels. 

As to John v. 19, " The Son can do nothing of himself, but 
what he seeth the Father do ;* this evidently means that the Father 
and Son pe in such a sqnse sq plosely One, that the Son can do 
nothing o/ himself, or independently or the Father. If he had, on (h^ 
other hand, said, that the Son '* can do of himself what he does not 
see the Father do^ th^n the passage would prove ^ complete distinc- 
tion of being and power. And I would here ask Mr. Porter to ex- 
plain how a creature could adopt the latter part of this vers^ without 
manifest blaisphemy: ^' For what things soever the Father doeth^ th^ 
same doech the Son likewise I*' 



As to MAaxuA's words, in John xi. 21, 22, ''But now I kpoif 
that whatsoever thou wilt aslf of God, Go^ ^ill give it thee;" I sim- 
ply reply, that Martha h^re expressed an A^an sentinient, whic^ 
Christ immediately corrects, by claiming the power referred to, as hif 
own in the 25th verse, ^' / am the resurrection and the life ; he that 
(leliev^th in me, tbpagh he were dead, yet shall h^ liv:^:" ju^t as 
^ico4eni^s. wa9 It Sqcipian when be ^ai4 that Christ ^ap only a man 
find a Uacher^ as recorded in Jqhn iii. 3; for Christ iiDsitaptly per- 
ceived that he was in an unregeoerate stftte, ap all Socinian^ ar^ 
and said, *' Verily, verily, I say unto you, except a ^W \>^ to^n 
again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.^ 

As to Mr. Porter's criticism, that wherever Christ uses the per« 
sonal pronoun *^ I," he speaks of his entire person, t answer, that this 
is not the fact; because he said to his disciples in one place, ^' Lo» I 
am with you always, even unto the end of the world; 'and in an- 
other place, he says, *' And now I am no more with you :" and these 
apparently contradictory dec]<u*ations cannot both be true, unless we 
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refer the latter td hb hatnan nature^ and the former to his divine 
nature. 

As to his qnotation of Acts ii. 22, '* Ye men of Israel, hear these 
words: -Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among you by 
signs," &c. I submit, in reply, the following dilemma: Mr. Porter id 
either a Socinian, or he is not; if he is a Socini^, let him say so. 
Why is he ashamed to acknowledge it ? If he is not a Socinian, he 
has no business to fight with Socinian weapons, and thus to argue 
upon a principle which he does not believe. 

Mr. Porter has produced many passages which speak of Christ 
in reference to his mediatorial subordination, and has argued for his 
inferiority from them, totally overlooking others which assert his 
Deity. I would again, therefore, illustrate this principle of reasoning. 
I read, for instance, in Acts ii. 34«, ** For David is not ascended 
into the heavens;'' and I might just as well argue that JDavlds 
soul was not in glory, from an isolated view of this passage of 
Scripture, omitting and disregarding othef* texts which prove i7, as Mr. 
Porter might ai^ue from passages in which Christ is spoken of as 
man, that he is only man, overlooking Others altogether in which he 
is spoken of as God. 

He next referred to Matt. xx. 2^, in which Christ is represented 
as giving the following answer to 2jebedee*s children, when their 
mother had solicited t)iat they might sit on his throne with him in 
bis kingdom: " To sit on my right hand and on my left, is not mine 
to give ; but it shall be given to them for whom it is prepared of my 
Father." But, in reply to his objections from this text, I maintain, 
that these words do not, when taken in their strictly obvious meaning, 
contain any declaration at all inconsistent with the power of Deity; 
for God does not dispense the glories of his kingdom to those who 
ask for them through motives of vanity and ambition, as the mother 
of Zebedee*s children did upon this occasion.. Such honours are 
intended for " him that overcometh." Rev. iii. 21. The text should 
be, " To sit on my right hand and oft my left, is not mine to give; 
but to them for whom it has been prepared of my Father;" i,e, Christ, 
when on earth in a state of humiliation, could not assume those pre- 
rogatives which he had for a time laid aside. And that this is its 
import, is -evident from Rfiv. iii. 21, where he asserts explicitly the 
very prerogative which he is here, on the Arian principle, said to 
disclaim f " To him that overcometh, will I grant to sit with me in my 
throne; even as I also overcame, and am set down with my Father 
on his throne." And if any stress should be laid on the latter part 
of this verse, — ** for whom it has befen prepared of my Father," — I 
refer, in reply^ to John v. 19, where it is said, "For what things 
sobver the Father doeth, the same doeth the Son likewise;" and to 
the declaration of Christ, in JottN Xiv. 2, ** / go to prepare a ptacs 
for you'* 

He next referred ttf i COR, xl. 3: "The head of every man U 
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God.** But I reply, that this cannot be spoken of Christ in his difine 
nature, as it would then be equivalent to saying that " God is the 
head of God/ It must, therefore, refer to hi» subordinate office' as 
Mediator. And it is an enumeration of the parties concerned- in the 
mediatorial scheme — Man, who is to be reconciled;^ Christ, the Me-^ 
diator, who reconciles; Grod, with whom the reeonciliation is effected.. 
And thia passage plainly states^ the order in- which the parties stand.. 



i must nowproceei> to exawine the argulvrents which mit. 
Porter has advanced in support of his opinion, as stated in 
Kis second pROPosiTiorN : That Christ is, in his highest gapa- 
citt, nature, or coNDrrioN, A created* being. 

The first proof which he advanced in support of this doctrine* 
was derived from Rev. iii. 14,. where Christ is styled " the beginning 
of the creatioa of God." But upon this passajce I would remark* 
that, 

Ey 8 common metonymy, the mbstract term is put for the corh- 
Crete ^ (as in 1 John i. 2, where Christ is styled " that eternal life 
which was with, the Father;*') for when at^n ifi applied to a person, 
and does not refer to time, it generally signifies, ^ chief, or prir^ 
cipaL As, for instance, in the Septuagint — 

Ejcod. fi. 2S:, Avrat a/ ofXP^t crar^ia^ T^virojv, these are the heads of ths 

fetmily of the Levites. 
Ner. fx. 17: Zrdo/xav a^nv, they appointed a eaptain. 
Hob. i tl : 0ri<tovTou savrotg cb^viv fMav, they shall appoint fur them- 

selves one head. 

In the New Testament, a^a/,poi0tfrs,isfreq^nently used for a^ovni,, 
rulers; as in — 

Luke xii. lU unto magistrates and powersi 
KoM. yiii. 38: nor principalities nor powers. 
Eph. iii.;^^: unto the principalities and powers. 
£pH. vi.'t2: against principalities. 
Col. i. 16: principalities. 
In all of which the original term is dt^an 

But, farther^ in Col. i. 18, we find this very title given to Christ, m 
the sense €f having the pre-eminence z " And he is the head of the body,, 
the church, who is the beginning {ol^x^)* ^^^ first-born from the dead ;, 
that in all things he might have the pre-eminence;'* — and in Rev. i. 5,. 
a passage parallel to Rev. iii. 14, Christ is styled " the prince of 
the kings of the earth" (6 &§x'^^ ^^^ ^atftT^cDV r^g 7^$)* And I may 
also add, that a^^, in the language of ancient philosophy, denoted 
an efficient cause — that which gave a beginning to> otlUr things — a 
principle or source of existence. 

I therefore conclude, that this passage in Rev. iii- 14 may be 
thus translated: *' These things saith the Amen.„the faithful and true 
witness, the Chief or Lord of the creation of God." And, in that 
case, it will be parallel with the declaration of Christ in Matt. xxviiL 
18: "M pouter IB given unto me in heaven and in earth." 
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But I wish to know. Does Mr. Porter understand, by this decfani* 
tion, which says that Christ was " the beginning of the creation of 
God," as it is rendered in our version — does he, li say, understand by 
it, that Christ was the Jirst'Created being ? or, in other words, that 
there was a time before which he did not exist? If so, let him mark 
the consequence of his argument. Christ says, in Rev. xxi. 6, " I 
am the beginning and the end " — jj a^^ri tlclI to riKo^, He is, tJiere- 
fore, the snd, as well as the beginning. Now I naturally argue, 
that, if the fact of Christ's being called the " beginning," implies 
that there w<ts a time before which he did not exist; then his being 
called the " end" must, upon the same principles, imply that there 
vnll be a time after which he will not exist! that is, that Christ will 
be annihilated, and cease to exist! To such an awful length do the 
principles of reasoning adopted by those who deny the Deity of the 
Saviour, lead! 

The next argument which Mr. Porter advanced in support of his 
opinion, — that Christ, in his highest capacity ,,is a created being, — was 
drawn from Col. i. 15, in which he is styled " the first-born of every 
creature'* — ir^tttroroxoi ira&rii xr/Vgu^. To thia argument 1 answer, 
that the title 'TrgdyroroTLog^^ " first-born," cannot denote that Christ was 
created> for the following reasons: — 

(1.) The passage is not ^pwr^xnerro^ ^jrdtfyji xrfawg, " first- created 
of every creature," which would have been the correct way of con- 
veying the doctrine of Christ's having been the Jirst-created being. 

(2.) The reoLSon which follows in ver. 16, — "for by him were all 
things created," — would be most absurd : for what could the Apostle 
mean by saying, " Christ is the first- created being, because he created 
all things "P If there be any consequence in the reason given, it 
would imply, that Christ created himself; as it ift not said, tlmt " by 
him were all ^ther things created."^ 

For these reasons, I reject the »gnification which Mr«.BorteF ha» 
attached to this word; and I shall now explain it. 

The term ^^wroroxog, " first-born," was in frequent use among the 
Jews, as denoting the lord, proprietor, or prince; just as the corre- 
sponding; Hebrew term ^iD^ was so used : as in £xod. iv. 22, and 

in Jer. xxxi. 9, Israel and Ephraim are respectively designated the 
" first-born'* of Ciod, because they were distinguished by the peculiar 
favour of Jehovah, and placed in a situation of eminence above all' 
nations. The " first-born " is the "heir," the 7Lkrieov6fMg, who is de- 
scribed by the Apostle, in Gal. iv. 1, as the " lord of all," xug/o$ 
fl'avrwv. So that 'TtPurSroTcag 'jratfris xr/tfg«ff, " first-born of every creature," 
is explained by Ueb. i. 2 and 6; where the Apostle says of Christ, in 
the former verse, that the Father " hath appointed him heir of all 
things," h i^xi x\fi^v6fMv ^dwuv; and immediately afterwards styles 
him " first-born," Tgur6roxov, in the sixth verse. And in other pas- 
sages, where the Apostle styles Christ the " first-born," it is in the 
sense of " principal," or " chief; " as in Rom. viii. 29, where he styles 
him " first-born among many brethren;'* and in Col. i. 18> where he 
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styles him ^* firstborn from the dead." And, in Heb. i. 6, be is 
Fepreseuted, under the title of " first-boro/' as the person whom thd 
angels " worship ; " and it is evident, that, if the term denoted that he 
was the " first-created " being, this passage would represent God the 
Fallier as teaching creature-worship, contrary to Rom. i. 25^, in which 
idolatry is defined to be " worshipping and serving the creature be* 
sides the Creator." 

}, therefore conclude, that the term " first-born" means the " pro- 
prietor" or "ruler;" and then the explanation: "For by him all' 
things were created," &c. which immediately follows, i» intelligible; 
for then we understand the Apostle as saying, that '* Christ is the 
proprietor or ruler of every creature, " because by him all things were 
created." He who created is Lord by right of creation. 

I may here add, that, even if the term ^^&»r^oxo^ could mean that 
Christ was created, still the structure of the sentence should be dil^ 
lerent from what it is. It should be v^tar&roxoi Iv cratf/ xTtafiatft; for, 
in that case, 'X^uroroxog should not be followed by a simple genitive^ 
but should be followed by a preposition governing the follmnng noun 
substantive; as in Rom. viii. 29, "XPuroTOTtov Iv 'iroKKoig ahTjfoTg. 

I may also add, that the word tc^croxog might have an active 
signification in this passage, artd be translated as "the first-producer 
of every creature;" for the word is often used in an active sensis in the 
best Greek authors, as in Homer, Iliad 17, line 4 and 5: 

&g rig 'jrsg) ^r^^rax/ firirvi^ 

Having thus replied to the arguments which Mr. Porter has ad-; 
Ydnced in support of his position, that. Christ is a created being, 
I now [Submit the following direct arguments against this opinion: — 

(1.) It is no where assorted in Scripture. From the evident 
parallelism between John i. 1, ^-c. and Gen. i. 1, &c. we might 
have expected the Apostle to have asserted the creation of Christ, or 
of the Word, in the very commencement of his Gospel; for it would 
have rendered the parallelism more complete, to have said, " sv ccf%7/ 
«rD/>j<f6v rov A07DV 6 e^go^, &c."-^It is therefore manifest, that the reason 
why he did not say so was, because Christ was an uncreated being. 

(2.) It is said in John i. 3, and in CoL. i. 16, that "by him were* 
all things created" — Therefore, if Christ was created, he. must have 
been created by himself; for it is not said, that by " him were all 
0iher things created/' 

(3 ) In Rom. i. 25, The Creator and creature are so placed in 
contrast, as to ^how, that the Creator could not have been a crea- 
ture, nor could a creature hslve been the Creator: but by Christ 
were all things created; therefore, he could not have been a creature. 

(4.) If Christ were a creature, then it would involve the commis- 
sion of idolatry to obey the command, in Heb. i. 6, " Let all thi^ 
angels of God worship him:" for the Apostle defines idolatry, to be 
" worshipping and serving the creature more than" (or rather "be- 
sides) the Creator." 
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(5.) Christ is said, in Col. i. 17, to have been before all things, 
t./?. as is evident from the context, before all created things; and, 
therefore, as he could not be before hinoself, he could pot have been 
created: for it is not said, that "he Is before all other created 
things." 

(6.) He is called "Eternal life" in 1 John i. 2, in reference to the 
pr^-existence which he had with the Father. 

(7.) It is said, in Heb. vii. 3, that Melchisedek was fnade like to 
{d(pufioteti/Mvog) the Son of God, iu having neither beginning of days, 
nor end of years; therefore, Christ was, in reality, what Melchisedek 
resembled him in, i.e. elernal. 

(8.) It would have added so much to the glory of Jehovah, to 
«ay, that he had created so glorious a being as " the Word," that, 
if true, we would have expected this declaration to have illuminated 
every page of Scripture; and that the advocates of this opinioa 
would not have been obliged to adduce one or two figurative expres- 
sions, snch as those in Col. i. 15, and in Rev. iii. 14; which are the 
only show of argument that can be advanced in support of it. 

For these reasons, I maintain that Christ was not, as to his su- 
perior nature, a created being, but w^ the God who created all 
things. 

I shall now advance an additional argument in support of the 
true Deity of Christ, distinct from those which I have already ad- 
vanced iu the previous course of this Discussion. This argument, 
f shall illustrate by proofs in detail, having first stated it under the 
following three propositions: 

1. We read of an angel, throughout the Old Testan^ent, wh^ 
frequently f^peared to men, bearing the titlea, possessing the attri- 
butes, receiving the homage, and exercising the prerogatives of Deity; 
and who was recognised as God by those to whom he appeared. 

2. This angel was not God the Father. 

3. He was God the Son. 

I «ubmit the following passages to illustrate the first of these 
propositions : * 

Gen. xii. 7. And the Lord appeared (Kl*^) nnto ^brabaai, a&d said, Unte 

T " 

thy seed will I give this land: and there bailded he an altar aato the Lord 
that appeared unto him. 

Gbm. xvii. 1. And when Abram was nioety yean old and nine, the Lord 
i$ppeared to Abiam, and said onto bim, I am the Almighty God, &c. 

M.B.— The Hebrew verb rendered ^^apptartd^ denotes that the Lord became wi^h. 

Gen. xvi. 7 — 13. And the angel of the Lord found her by a fountain of 
water in the wilderness, by the fountain in the way to Sbur; and he said, Hagar, 
Sarai's maid, whence earnest tbou? and whither wilt thou go? And she said, 

• The foHowing texts were not read in foil, bnt onl^ referred to by chapter and verse: but, as I 
pnblicly stated that if Mr. Porter wonld allow me to pnnt them in fall, I should feel obligjed to hiui« 
and as he generoasly ^ve me that penpiasion ip his following speech, they are here printed as I 
Jaad prqpMed them.— D. B. 
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I flee fhnoBi the hce of mj mistreM Sarai. And the amfH nf Him Jjord tmA unta 
iter, Retarn to thy mistreas, and submit thyself under her hands. And the angA 
of the Lord said unto her, Behold, thou art with child, and sbalt bear vson, and 
shalt call his name Ishmael ; because the Lord hath heard thy aflSiction, 5cc. 
And die called the name of the Lord that 'pake unto her. Thou, God eeest me: 
for she said, HaTe I also here looked after him that seeth me? 

Gen. xviii. 1, 2. And the Lord appeared unto him in the plains of Mamre: 
«nd he sat in the tent-door in the heat oC the day. And he lifted up his eyes and 
looked, and lo, three men stood by him: and when he saw them, he ran to meet 
diem from the tent-door, «ad bowed himself toward the ground. 

N. B.— Of these three, one was saperior to the rest, and speaks to, and wms addressed by Abraham 
4ts JeboYab— Ter. 3, 13, 17, 90, S2, 35, 33. In rer. S3 of 18th chaip. two of the men are said to 
liaTe gone towards Sodom; and In chap. xix. I, they are said to have arrired there; and in xiz. 
13, they represent themselTes as being sent by the Lord to destroy Sodom. 

Qbn. zxii. 11, 12. And the angel of the Lord called unto him out of hea- 
Ten,«nd said, Abraham, Abraham. And he said, Here am L And he said. 
Lay not thy hand upon the lad, neither do thou any tfainff unto him : for now I 
know that thon fearest God, seeing thou hast not withheld thy ttoo, thine only 
wmfrom me. — See also rer. 16—17. 

Gbn. xzvi. 2, And the Lord appeared unto him, and said, Go not down 
into EgTpt, &c. Ver.24. And the Lord appeared unto him the same nighty 
and saia, I am the God of Ahmham thy father, &£. 

Gen. xxviii. 1 1, &c. And he lighted upon a certain place, and tarried there 
«11 night. * * And he dreamed, and behold, a ladder set up on the earth. * * 
And behold, the Lord stood aboTO it, and said,-! am the Lord God of Abraham 
thy father, and the God of Isaac; the land whereon thou liest, to thee will I 
give it * * And thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth, &c. • * Ver. 16. And 
Jacob awaked out of his sleep, and he said. Surely the Lord is in this place; 
and I knew it not. Ver. 19. And he called the name of that place Bethel. — 
Read in connexion with IAm, chap. xxxi. II, 13. And the angel of the Lord sp^ke 
unto me in a dream, saying, Jacob. And I said. Here am I. Ver, 13. 1 am 
the God of Bethel, where thou anuintedst the pillar, and where thou vomedtt a 
vow unto me, &c. 

Gen. xxxii. 24. And Jacob was left alone: and there wrestled a man with 
him until the break of day. Ver. 28. And he said, Thy name shall no more be 
called Jacob, bat Israel: for as a prince hast thou power with God, and hast pre- 
yailed. Ver. 30. Aad Jacob called the name of the place Peniel: for I have 
seen God fiEUie to fiice, and my life is preserved. — Read in connexion with ihis, 
HosEA xii. 4, 5. Yea, he had power over the angel, and prevailed ; he wept and 
made supplication unto him : he found him in Bethel, and there he spake with 
us; even the Lord God of hosts. 

Gen. XXXV. 1. And God said unto Jacob, Arise, go up to Bethel, and dwell 
there; and make there an altar unto God, that appeared unto thee when thou 
fleddest from the face of Esau thy brother. — But this God that appeared unto 
him, is described in Gen. xxxi. II, to be the angel of the Lord. 

Gen. xlviii. 15, 16. And be blessed Joseph, and said, God, before whom my 
lathers Abraham and Isaac did walk, the God which fed me all my Itfe long 
unto this day, the angel which redeemed me from all evil, bless the lads. 

£xo». iii. 2. And the angel of the Lord appeared unto him in a flame of 
lire, out of the midst of a bush. Ver. 4. And when the Lord saw that he turned 
aside to see, God called unto him out of the midst of the bush. Ver. 6. And he 
said, I am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and 
the God of Jacob, &c. 

ExoD. xiii. 21. And the Lord went before them by day in a pillarof a cloud* 
to lead them the way. — Compare thie passage with Exod. xiv. 19. And the angel 
of God, which went before the camp of Israel, removed and went behind 
tbem, &c. 

Exod. xix. 3. And Hoses went up unto God, and God called unto him out. 
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of ibe mountain, (t.(*. Sinai,) saying, &c. NoW in Acts vii. 38, the Holy 
Ghost, speaking through Stephen, says, " Ttiis (Moses) is he that was in the 
chnrch in the wilderness, with the angel whieh spake to him in the Mount 
ainai," See. 

ExoD. xxiii. 20, 21. Behold, T send an angel hefore tliee to keep thee in the 
way, and to hriag thee into the place which I have prepared. Beware of him, 
and obey his voice, proroko him not: for he will not pardon your transgres-' 
sions: for my name is m Atm. Ver, 23. For mine angel shall go before thee. — 
( 7%t» was spoken by the Father of the Son,) 

Judges ii. 1. '* And an an^el of the Lord came ap from Gilgal to Bochim, 
and said, / made thee to go up out of Egypt, and have brought you unto the 
land which I sware unto your fathers,*'— Then the angel proceeds, in the two 
following verses, to represent the Ianguafi;<e of Jehovah to Moses, recorded in 
ExoD. xxxiv. 10, 14, as his; and in the 4th Ycne, it is said, ^ And it came to 
pass, when the angel qf the Lord spake these words,'' &c. 

Judges vi. 1^ And the an§cl of the Lord appeared unto him, and said anto 
Inm, The Lord is with thee, tbou mighty man of valour. Ver. 13. And Gideon 
said unto him, O my Lord, if the Lord be with us, why then is all this befallen 
us? &c. Ver. 14. And the Lord looked upon him, and said^&c. Ver. 16. And 
the Lord said unto him, &c. Ver. 20. And the anffel of the Lord said unto 
him, &c. Ver. 21. Then the angel of the Lord departed out of his sight. Ver. 
22. And when Gideon perceived that he was an angel of the Lord, Gideon 
said, Alas, O Lord Gt)d, for because I have seen an angel of the Lord face to 
face. Ver. 23. And the Lord said unto him, Peace be onto thee, fear ikot,thoa 
uhalt not die; then Gideon built an altar there unto the Lord. 

K.B. The Hebrew words in this passage may be rendered, indifferently, ^an angel,'* or "the 
mngel." 

NuMSBRS xxii. 12. And God said ante Balaam^ Thou shalt not ^o with 
them, &c. Ver. 32. And the angel of the Lord said unto him, &c. Ver. 35. 
And tite angel of the Lord said unto Balaam, &c. — Chap, xxiii. 4. And God met 
Balaam, &c. Ver. 5. And the Lord put a word in Balaam's moutb^ &c. — 
Chap. xxiv. 4. He hath said which heard the words of God, which saw the 
vision of the Almighty, &e. 

In ISkiAM 91. M^e have another aceoant of XhB Deity being manifiisted to tlm 
Prophet 

Malachi iii. 1. The coming of *< the angel of the covenant" to the temple 
is foretold, and his Deity, and proprietorship of the temple^ is asserted in the 
words, " The Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come to his temple." 

Such is a review of some of the instances in which the angel, Je- 
hovah, is represented as appearing. 

I shall now prove the second proposition, which says, that this 
angel is God: for — 

The name of God was in him. Exod. xxiii. 21, ** For my name is in him.'^ 
He speaks as God, as in Exod. iii. 2, &c.; Gen. xxxv. 11; xxviii. 13. 
Is spuken of as God, as in Judges xiii. 22, &.c. 
Is spoken to as God, as in Geh. xvi. 13, &». 

Was worshipped, and received worship as God, as in Gen. xxxv. t ; Jvo,- 
xiii. 23, &c. &c. 

The third proposition, which asserts that this angel was not God 
the Father, is proved by— 

JoBN i. 18. No man hath seen God at any time: the ouly-begotten Son^ 
which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath dechired him. 

John v. 37. And the Father himself, which bath sent me, hath borne wi^ 
oess of mei ye have neither heard his voice at any time, nor seea his shape* 

X 
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The next proposition, that this angel was Christ in his pre-existent 
Deity, I maintain for the following reasons: — 

(1.) The analogy which there is between the character of the 
Angel in the Old Testament, and the character of Christ in the New; 
and the similarity which there is between the visions of the Angel 
Jehovah to Abraham, Jacob, and Moses, and those of Christ glorified 
to Stephen, to Ananias, and to Paul; and between the visions of the 
Angel seen by Isaiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and Zechariah, and those 
seen by John,— rrender it probable that the Angel was Christ. 

(2.) The offices and relationship to the Jews which the Angel 
Jehovah is represented in the Old Testament as sustaining, are, in 
the New Testament, attributed to Christ. The Israelites are called, 
in John i. 11, Christ's own people; it was Christ who inspired their 
Prophets, as we are told in 1 Peter i. 11 ; it was he whom they 
tempted in the wilderness, as we are told in 1 Cor. x. 9; and it was 
he >>ho would often have gathered them together, as a hen gathereth 
her chickens under her wings, as we are informed by himself in 
Luke xiii. 34. 

(3.) When Christ said to the Jews, "Your Father Abraham re- 
joiced to see my day, and he saw it, and was glad;** they understood 
this as equivalent to a declaration of his being personally seen by 
Abraham, and Christ did not contradict their conception of his mean- 
ing, but asserted his priority to Abraham. 

(4.) In Heb. xii. 26, we are expressly told, that it was Christ's 
voice which shook the earth when the law was delivered on Sinai. 

(5.) Paul, in £ph. iv. 8, applies the 68th Psalm to Christ: there- 
fore we are to consider that psalm as descriptive of his glory. — But 
in ver. 7, we read, "O God, when thou wentest forth before thy 
people; when thou wentest through tlie wilderness," &c.; and in 
ExoD. xiv. 19, it is said, "that the Angel of the Lord went before '* 
them in the wilderness. 

(6.) It was Christ whom Isaiah saw in vision^ according to the 
testimpny of John xii. 41. 

(7.) It was Christ who presided over the Jewish church, which is 
evident from Eph. v. 14, "Wherefore, he saith. Awake thou that 
sleepest, and arise from the dead, and Christ shall give thee light;" 
which words are a paraphrastical reference to Isa. Ix. 1, "Arise, 
shine; for thy light is come, and the glory of the Lord is risen upon 
thee." 

(8.) In Mal. iii. 1, Christ is expressly called the Angel of the 
Covenant, and represented also, in the same verse, as the Lord of 
the Temple. 

From all this, I infer that^Christ, in his pre-existent Deity, was 
the Angel of Jehovah, who was Jehovah himself; one with the Fa- 
ther, the President and Patron of the Jewish church. 



I shall now close this address by a remark which I find it neces- 
sary to make. Before I entered upon this discussion, I laid it down 
as a rule to myself, that I would not bring ibrward, in the course of. 
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argumeDt^ the name of a single Umng individual, unless first intro- 
duced by Mr. Porter. I state this, because I find that some persona 
have taken offence at the remarks which I felt it my duty to make 
yesterday, in reference to the published sentiments of Dr. Bruce. 
Far be it from me to speak with disrespect or unkindness of that 
.v/enerable and respected man; nor would 1 have alluded to him at 
all, had not Mr. Porter ^rst brought forward his name in this dis- 
cussion. And 1 only wish, that Mr. Porter had maintained a similar 
reserve^ and had abstained from the offensive language in which he 
spoke of that kind, affectionate^ and venerable man. Dr. Saurin^ the 
liOrd Bishop of Dromore. 



^ Mr. porter. — Mr. Bagot has laid down certain principles 
upon the Scripture doctrine of worship, with respect to one of which 
I have a question to propose. He has stated, that *^ God is to be 
worshipped" — that <^ he is to be worshipped through Christ, as Me- 
diator," and, lastly, that *' Christ himself is to be worshipped." 
Now, with reference to the last of these points, I beg leave to ask. 
When Christians worship Christ, who mediates between them and the 
Mediator? 

Mr. BAGOT. — The question is absurd; and I shall answer it as 
Christ answered the Sadducees, by proposing another. When Ste- 
phen prayed to Christ, who mediated between Stephen and Christ? 
— or, when Paul prayed to Christ, who mediated between Paul and 
Christ? 

Mr. PORTER. — Since the commencement of the present disi* 
cussion, I have had several distinct intimations of a kind calculated 
to prevent me from doing justice to the cause of which I am an 
humble, but sincere advocate. I have b«en made to perceive that 
an unpopular cause has, in this assembly, a still more unpopular de* 
fender. Why this should be so, I cannot divine. My conscience 
acquits me of having made use of any arts for the purpose of gaining 
your assent. I have neither attempted to work upon your feelings, 
nor to stir up your prejudices, nor to excite your passions. My con* 
science acquits me of having attempted to divert or distract your 
attention from the important subjects of the discussion between Mr. 
Bagot and myself. My conscience acquits me of having designedly 
said any thing, or even thought any thing, which ought to produce 
an unfavourable feeling towards me, in the minds even of those, 
whoever they may be, who most dislike the principles for which I 
contend. I have shunned every thing that could hurt their feelings. 
I have put my plain arguments forward in a plain way, trusting my 
whole cause to the force of reason and of truth. And shall it be 
said, that in an assembly like the present, where I see before me a 
number of Ministers of the Gospel of various Churches, and other 
persons of different classes, who, from the habit and mode of life to 
which they are accustomed, ought to know what is due to a person 
standing in the responsible station which I now occupy, — is it, I ask, 
to be said that in such an assembly, because I have plainly stated 
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my coosdeoCious convictions in an unvarnished manner, I am to 
receive intimations to let me know the light in which I am r^arded? 

I am not the only person in tiiis assembly who is conscious of 
the fact thus intimated* My reverend opponent also is well awai« 
of it. He knows that he has the feelings of the great majority of 
the present auditory with him, in this discussion ; and I am sorry to 
find that, instead of confining himself to close argument on the sub- 
ject before us, he has chosen to appeal to your sectarian feelings, 
addressing you as his ** Pr§9hyter%an friends," his ** Independent 
firiends," and his '* Covenaniing firiends." With reference to such 
addresses, 1 shall only say, that I hope you are not more sincerely 
his friends than I am yours. I entertain towards you no feelings 
but those of kindness; but I should be unwilling and indisposed to 
appeal' to your prejudices, instead of addressing you as rational 
beings. I should seem to myself to pay you but an ill compliment, 
if I attempted thus to rest the cause on your feelings, and not upon 
your unbiassed judgment. 

I am truly sorry that, in addition to several previous charges of 
misrepresenting my language and sentiments, which I not only 
brought forward, but proved against Mr. Bsgot, on former occasions, 
I am now obliged to make another complaint of the same kind* 
That gentleman, alluding to my quotation of the text, in which, ac- 
cording to the Common Version, it is declared, that '< it pleased the 
Father that all fulness should dwell in the Son," has thought proper 
to assert, that I repeated the word " Father^* — (which is not m the 
original, but is supplied by the translators to complete the sense,)*^ 
as if it were part of the text, without giving any intimation to the 
contrary. I beg leave to say, such is not the fact. 1 do most so- 
lemnly declare, that I quoted the text in the very words following : 
« jP(9r it pleased [him, i.e. the Father, as appears from verse 12,] that 
in him should all fulness dwell " and that I repeated it in the very 
BMmner m which i have now read it, as nearly as possible. I ask, 
.could any intimation be given more plainly, that the words intro- 
duced were so introduced by myself for the purpose of explanation? 
I beg leave to add, that I am above such artifices. I should scorn 
to impose on you by mere sounds, or by mistranslations, or erroneous 
readings ! 

Mr. Bagot has intimated that in reading CoL.i. 1^ — ^20, towards 
the close of my last speech, yesterday, I changed the word ** Ay," 
into ^^ m," because I thought the latter rendering more favourable to 
my own views. It is strange that even my concessions are treated a» 
enorotushments! I altered the word ^*by**m the passage, *' Jbr by 
him were all things creaied,' not because I think the preposition **tn'- 
is more favourable to my own views, for I think it is less so; nor 
because I think that Iv in incorrectly rendered, in the Common Ver- 
sion, by the word "%;" for I am quite sure that the preposition has 
that meaning, and that in this context it will scarce admit of any 
other. But I pointed out *' m** as the more usual and more Hieral 
rendering of the word, only because sueh is the /act; and because I 
wished to deprive Mr. Bagot, and every one else, of all handle or ex- 
cuse for saying thai I would adduce a single passage which I knew 
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to be questionably translated, or would build a single argament 
on the defects^ and, as it might be argued, the mistakes of the Com« 
moD Version. You see how little encouragement I have received to 
be candid with Mr. Bagot, when even my very candour is turned 
into matter of accusation 1 

A great many of the observations which Mr. Bagot has this day 
adduced, are of such a nature that they answer themselves. Thus, 
for instance, he admits that the term worship occurs in Scripture in 
an inferior sense ; and several times denotes the homage which was 
presented by created beings to their fellow-creatures, to whom re- 
spect, reverence, and civil obedience, were due ; and yet he cautions 
you against regarding this secondary meaning of the term as affecting 
his attempt to establish the necessity of paying divine honours to 
Christ: since, as he argues, if the inference be good as affecting the 
worship paid to Christ, it would be equally valid as applied to the 
worship of the Father — That is to say, he admits, and cannot 
deny, that the word has this inferior or secondary sense; and yet 
argues that the admission of this indisputable fact contradicts the 
duty and necessity of worshipping God, the Father! Might I 
not be authorized, after listening to such an argument, to inquire 
whether Mr. Bagot means to deny that worship, religious worship, is 
due to God, the Father ? My theory does not carry me so far. I 
admit both the primary and secondary meaning of the term worship; 
and the principle for which I contend, and contended, is, that we 
are to find out from the context, and from considering all the cir- 
cumstances of each particular case, whether it is civil homage or 
religious worship that is intended whenever the term occurs in Scrip- 
ture. 

Mr. Bagot, again, admitted expressly, that the epithet, ^*Jirst- 
borTi* — or, in the Greek, (if I must speak Greek, which I have no 
desire to do in a promiscuous assembly,) 'r^urSmtog — is applied to 
Israel in the Old Testament Scriptures in that language; and yet, 
with a perverse inconsistency, he argued from the application of that 
very term to our Lord Jesus Christ, that our blessed Saviour must 
be God Supreme! I, at least, have endeavoured not to trifle in this 
manner with your understandings. I have, at least, endeavoured to 
avoid the production of suicidal arguments, which are no sooner 
stated than refuted. 

A great tleal of what he has this day stated, might be refuted with 
the same facility. Some of his arguments, however, cannot so easily 
be answered; because he has now improved upon his former practice 
of parrotting over his texts so rapidly, that it was impossible to an- 
nex any distinct ideas to the words. On a former occasion, I gave 
him a lesson on this subject^ which I imagined woufd have left an 
impression, and prevented any recurrence of the evil^ but he is like 
those perverse pupils, who only grow the worse, the more pains you 
take to improve them. To-day he has not been content td parrot 
over his texts, but has satisfied himself with simply announcing the 
references to chapter and verse, without repeating the words at all ; and 
even this^ with a volubility which would induce me to think he takes 
it for granted that you willj with implicit faith, admit his interpreta- 
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tion of every text referred to ; and not only so, but that you do nom 
receive every reference vhich he has announced, as convincing proof 
that he is a good logician, and a sound theologian. Be it so then! 
Take it thus for granted. He has the advantage of your feelings on 
his side. Any thing that comes from him will not fail to carry con* 
viction along with it, though it be simply the running over an arith- 
metical enumeration of passages. But he asks, will I give him leave 
to publish at full length, in the printed report, tlie words of all the 
texts to which he has thus referred ? I answer in the exercise of the 
same openness, at this advanced stage of the discussion, which I 
have evinced throughout, — I do. I am neither afraid of him nor 
his texts. I am sure that when all the passages to which he has 
referred appear in print, and when they are subjected to a calm, 
rational, impartial, and sober judgment, they will carry with them 
the refotation — not of themselves, for that is what never can be 
effected, — but of those doctrines which he has built upon them; while 
the principles for which I have contended in this discussion, will 
stand untouched, based as they are upon the explicit and oft-repeated 
testimony of the word of God. Mr. Bagot's mode of arguing the 
Question, by referring to texts, without giving the words, precludes 
the possibility of an answer to the majority of the points embraced 
in his speech. I am utterly unable, 1 candidly confess, to reply to 
arguments which I have not been permitted to hear. I shall there-r 
fore not attempt what I own to be beyond my power; but proceed to 
consider a subject, to which I yesterday announced that I should this 
day apply myself, — the doctrine of two natures united in the one per- 
son of Christ the Mediator. 1 bring this question forward on the 
present occasion the more willingly, because, as Mr. Bagot is to 
follow me in the debate, he will thereby have an opportunity of 
answering my reasoning, if he thinks it admits or deserves a reply. 

The doctrine of the divine and human natures being united in the 
mediatorial person of Christ, has been frequently insisted on by Mr. 
Bagot, since the commencement of this discussion, although he has 
never once favoured us with any express and formal proof of the 
position. Indeed it is a point which other controversialists, as well 
as Mr. Bagot, have found it far more convenient to assume than to 
prove. 1 might, as I have intimated, reserve my observations for my 
last speech, to which Mr. Bagot will have no opportunity to reply; 
but to enable him to make good his case — if he can — I choose to 
bring them forward now. 

As Mr. Bagots own language is not particularly calculated to 
make a definite impression on my mind, I shall take my statement 
of this doctrine from the Athanasian Creed, which he is bound to say 
or sing thirteen times every year, and which, of course, it is fair to 
assume, expresses his sentiments. Indeed it is one of the things 
contained in the Book of Common Prayer, to the whole and every 
part of which he has declared his unfeigned assent and consent; and 
it is sanctioned by one of those Thirty-nine Articles of Religion, 
which he has subscribed, in token of agreement with their literal and 
grammatical sense. In this symbol, the doctrine of the two natures 
in Christ is thus expressed : — 
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, *( Farthennore, it is necessary to everlasting salvation, that [a man] alsn 
believe rightly the incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

** For the right faith is that we believe and confess that our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, is God and man. 

*< God, of the substance of the Father, begotten before the world; and man, 
of the substance of his mother, bom in the world. 

** Perfect God and perfect man; of a reasonable soul, and human flesh sub- 
sisting. 

" Equal to the Father as touching his Godhead, and inferior to the Father 
as touching his manhood. 

** Who, although he be God and man, yet he is not two, but one Christ 

** One, not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh, but by taking of the 
manhood into God. 

^ One altogether, not by confusion of substance, but unity of person. 

" For as the reasonable soul and flesh is one man, so God and man is one 
Christ.'' 

Such is the doctrine of two natures in the one person of Christ the 
Mediator, which I propose to subject to a brief scrutiny. 

The regular and orderly mode of considering a question of thia 
kind, is to settle^ first, the meaning of the terms. I assume, then, as 
the signification of the word person a definition given by high 
authority: "A thinking, intelligent being; an individual being that 
can consider itself as itself." And I farther assume, that, when we 
speak of the nature of a thing, we mean its properties, qualities, or 
attributes, considered collectively. 

The nature of God, therefore, or the divine nature, means the same 
as the aggregate of the qualities of God; that is, all the qualities of 
God, taken together: and, in like manner, the human nature, or the 
nature of man, denotes that union of qualities, properties, or attri- 
butes, which are found in man. The doctrine of two natures in one 
person means, that the qualities, properties, or attributes of man, are 
united with those of God, in the same individual, thinking, intelli- 
gent being. 

Now, it is the nature or property of God, to be Eternal in dura* 
tion, Infinite in power. Infinite in wisdom, Infinits in goodness. And 
in like manner it is the quality or the nature of man, to be originated 
in time, limited in power, limited in wisdom, and limited in goodness. 

When we say, therefore, that the two natures — the divine and the 
human — are united in one person, we affirm, that the same individual 
is eternal in duration, yet had his origin in time; that he is infinite 
in wisdom, and yet limited in wisdom; that he is infinite in power, 
yet limited in power; and that he is infinite in goodness, yet limited 
in goodness. Now, if this be not a contradiction — a series of contra- 
dictions, I confess, I think it comes as near to it as can well be con- 
ceived. If it be really a contradiction in terms^ it cannot possibly be 
true. This is one of the maxims of that logical art, of which Mr. 
Bagot talks so much and shows so little. 

I pass over this argument, however, and come to consider the 
testimony of Scripture on the subject, with as much impartiality as 
if no such objection could be urged against the doctrine in limine. 
It will however, I hope, be granted to me, by all candid Trinitarians, 
— and, I am persuaded, there are many such among those who hear 
me, — that the testimony of Scripture, adduced in favour of an opinion 
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Mich as thisi ought to be plain, precise, and definite. What are Che 
proofs usually adduced? Mr. Bagot has not favoured us with any 
distinct argument on the point. Others, however, have adduced 
such texts as 1 Tim. iti. 16: *' God uhu manifest in the fleikr But 
this reading is rejected as spurious by Griesbach, who, as I stated 
on the first day of this discussion, was an avowed believer in the 
Trinity, and whose integrity I never before heard called in question ; 
as well as by Dr. Wardlaw of Glasgow, Mr. C a rule of Dublin, 
and a whole host of orthodox aathcMrities besides: while others among 
them, including Professor MoaBS Stdart of Andover, and the Eclec- 
tic and Quarterly Reviewers, consider it as a reading so extremely 
doubtful and uncertain, that no argument can be built upon it, I 
need not, Uierefore, examine the authenticity of this reading in de- 
tail. The judgment of the critics whom I have named, is, I humbly 
submit, more than sufficient to outweigh the opinion of my reverend 
opponent. And with* respect to the parenthesis, which he contends 
ought to be inserted, if Gribsbach's reading be followed, I can only 
say, that I can see no proof of its necessity, and respectAiUy refuse 
to admit it upon his authority. I may be allowed, however, to state, 
as Mr. Bagot has referred to the Alexandrian M.S. in support of the 
reading " God " in this text, that my attention being turned to the 
subject during my residence in London, by a pamphlet of Dr. Hen- 
derson's, 1 had the curiosity to go to the British Museum to inspect 
that celebrated M.S. which is there preserved; and, unquestionably, 
the word 0C (0s^g) " God" is found in this passage; but, equally 
beyond question, the strokes which make the difference between this 
reading and OC, (o;,) " he who," (the reading preferred by Gries- 
BA€H,) are a modem addition, differing entirely in colour of ink, and 
in style of execution, from the rest of the M.S. The corresponding 
strokes in other parts of the M.S. are beautifully finished, ana appear 
as sharp and as well defined as if they had been traced with the point 
of a needle; whereas, those which are found in this place are rough 
blotches, rather than lines; and the ink in them is black and fresh, 
while that of the adjacent letters is pale and faded by the lapse oS 
many centuries. 

Another passage which has been brought forward to prove this 
doctrine occurs in Rom. ix. 3 — 5, which 1 shall read from the Com- 
mon Version. 

For I could wish (says the Apostle) that myself were accarsed from 
Christ, for my brethren, my kinsmen according to the flesh; who are Israelites; 
to whom [pertaineth] the adoption, and the glory, and tlie covenants, and the 
giving of the law, and the service [of God], and the promises; whose are the 
fathers, and of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, God 
blessed for ever. 

Mr. Bagot, by his over eagerness to prejudice your minds against 
such a mode of translating this passage, has already apprised you 
that the last clause may be thus rendered : — 

Of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over aU, God [be] 

BLESSED FOR EVBr! 

The passage therefore only declares, that Christ, who, according to 
tiie fiesh, was born of the lineage of David, was the greatest of all 
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the iastances of God s kindness to his people^ and concludes with a 
devout thanksgiving to God for his mission. It is> indeed^ bard tp 
conceive how an argument for this extraordinary doctrine can be 
deduced from such a text as this. I observe, moreover^ that Mr. 
Bagoty more than once^ in quoting this text, misplaced two of the 
members of the last clause, in a way which is very frequently prac- 
tised by orthodox preachers and advocates; so that, instead of 
** Christ came, who is over all, God blessed for ever," he converted it 
into a form which not even King James' Trinitarian translators 
thought proper to adopt: " Christ came, who is God over all, blessed 
for ever*** If it be asked, wherein the diflference between the two 
renderings consists, I answer. It consists in this: that the latter 
mode, by dislocating the members of the sentence, makes the sug- 
gested rendering {God [6^] blessed for ever) appear forced, strange, 
and unnatural ; whereas, if the words were left in their proper order, 
a very different impression would be made on the mind of any intelli- 
gent and inquiring person, though unacquainted with Greek. 

An argument has been built on the declaration in pOL. ii. 9, 
which affirms, that "in him dwelleth all the folness of. the Godhead 
bodily" But this fulness of the Divinity is stated, in the 19th verse of 
the preceding chapter, — the same to which I have adverted before, 
—to be the gift o/ the Father: "For it pleased" (the Father, 
as the context shows) "that in him all fulness should dwell" In 
Eph. iii. 19, you will find the Apostle fervently praying that the 
members of that church might be '"filled unto all the fulness of God" 
Will it be contended, that Paul prayed that the divine and human 
natures might be united in the persons of his converts ? Indeed, 
this text alone — on Mr. Bagots application of the scholastic maxim, 
•Quicquid accipitur, ad modum accipientis accipilur, the thing re- 
ceived, must be proportioned to the capacity of the receiver; or, ia 
his elegant phraseology, " a pint bottle will not hold a quart " — would 
be sufficient to establish the proper Deity of the Ephesian Chrisr 
tians; for if they were capable of receiving the fulness of the infixiite 
God, they must, on his principle, be infinite themselves. But if no 
such consequence follows from it in truth, then all the aid lent to the 
doctrine of the two natures by Col. ii. 9, is proved to amount exactly 
to nothing, unless we are prepared to follow different rules in the 
interpretation of similar passages. 

I have not found any other texts quoted by Trinitarian writers, in 
support of the doctrine of two natures. But among them, as with 
Mr. Bagot, there is no lack of " inferences " and ** deductions," to 
support the doctrine. They amount to this, — as you have seen and 
heard in this discussion, usque ad nauseam, — That in some texts 
Christ is called God (as we admit, that in two, or at most in three 
passages, he is — though in an inferior sense of the word, as the con- 
text shows); while in other places he is called a man, and described 
as inferior to the Father. And, in order to reconcile the two sets of 
passages, it is deemed necessary to have recourse to this supposition. 
Of course, it is presumed that the doctrine of the two natures will 
remove the contradiction between the different passages, and get rid 
^f all the difficulty. Let us simply try the validity of this supposi- 

Y 
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lion, by applying the doctrine of the two natures to the solution of 
one or two paesages. And, first, I shall take one which I have 
already quoted in this discussion, and to which therefore Mr. 6agot% 
attention has been turned ; so that he wili have his arguments and 
objections ready, if he thinks proper to reply to my reasoning. 

In Matt. xx. 20 — 23, we read, that the mother of the sons of 
Zebedee came to our Lord, and besought him, saying, <* Grant thai 
these my two sons may sit, the one on thy right hand, and the other 
on thy left hand in thy kingdom." And af^er some farther conver- 
sation, he thus replied to her supplication: '*To sit on my right 
hand, and on my left is not mine to give, — except — to those for whon> 
it has been prepared of my Father.* 

Now admitring, for a moment, and for the sake of the argument, 
that our Lord Jesus Christ was, as the Athanasian Creed declares, 
perfect God and perfect man, — ^this petition was most manifestly 
presented to him in his whole, full, and entire nature. The mother 
of the sons of Zebedee, did not address herself to our Lord's hu- 
manity, to the exclusion of his Godhead ; any more, than she made 
application to his Godhead, as distinguished from his humanity. 
What she wanted was, to obtain the boon which she sought^ and 
this she was desirous of receiving from him in any capacity in which 
he might be competent to grant it. It was matter of indifference 
to her and to her sons, whether the solicited favour was to come to 
them, through our Lord^s human nature, or through his divine nature ; 
or if it were not perfectly indifferent, the latter would certainly have 
been the more acceptable channel. They seem never to have 
doubted our Saviour's ability to bestow the gift which they sought; 
and they took the present means of ascertaining whether or not he 
was disposed to do so. For this purpose, the mother, on behalf of 
her sons, proposed to him the direct petition which has been stated. 

And what was our Lord's reply? — It is couched in the most un- 
qualified terms. He makes no alhision to any supposed distinction 
of natures subsisting in himself, nor to any distinction of the powers 
and prerogatives appertaining to them respectively. He does not 
intimate, that he wants the desire to oblige them by gratifying their 
wish ; he declares — he most expressly declares, that he wants the 
power to do as they besought him. He declares this, without quali- 
fication or restriction : ** To sit on my right hand and on my left, is 
NOT Mi^E to grant r And he points to another person as alone able 
to fulfil their request, by intimating, ^at the dignity which they 
sought must be reserved for '* those for whom it was prepared of his 
Father."' — And, I would ask, are we to suppose that our Lord, 
though thus speaking o^ himself y meant only a part of himself? When 
he said, " The favour sought is not mine to grant,** must not the sons 
of Zebedee have understood him as speaking in his whole and entire 
character? And would he be so disingenuous, as to affirm concern- 
ing the whole of his character, that which could only be affirmed, 
with truth, of a petty and instgnificant fragment of his nature ? Yet 
strange as it may appear, notwithstanding this explicit disavowal on 
the part of our Saviour, Trinitarians persist in maintaining, that he 
bad at that very moment full power to grant to these petitioners their 
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veqa^st! And had our Saviour repeated his disclaimer ev^r so /re^ 
qaently^ and ever so earnestly, they would not have hesitated to 
afSrm, that the matter sought was perfectly within the compass of his^ 
prerogative. Now, I beg to ask, is not this imputing to our Lord, 
the hypocritical practice of mental reservation ? Is it not represent- 
kig him as meanly eluding the application of his followers, by assur- 
ing them that he was not competent to- do what he could have done 
in one instant by a single word? 

I shall endeavour to make my meaning more clear by a parallel 
case: — A Right Reverend Father in God is solicited to nominate tea 
vacant benefice some clergyman, who is supposed to have claims on 
his consideration. In reply to the application, his Lordship declares, 
^<The living in question is not in my gift: it must be bestowed oa 
the person who may be appointed by the Lord Primate, whose suf- 
fragan I am." It afterwards appears, however, that his Lordship 
could have disposed of the living exactly as it might have pleased 
him. We will suppose him taxed with want of candour; and what 
is his defence? — " Ob! certainly, I had full power to present to the 
benefice, in my capacity as Bishop of the Diocese ; but I had no such 
authority in my other capacity, as AJB, Doctor in Divinity T Now, 
I put it to any man of honourable feeling, whether this would be 
deemed a proper vindication of his Lordship's character for sincerity 
and veracity. Would it satisfy the applicants that they had been 
fairly dealt with? Would not the disappointed party consider the 
defence put forth, as an insult superadded to the original deception ? 
Yet precisely similar to this is the conduct of which the Orthqdox, 
as they are called, make no scruple of ascribing to our blessed Lord, 
in the case which we have been considering. Whether such conduct 
is worthy of the immaculate Jesus, let any sincere Christian — let any 
honest man, lay his hand upon his bosom, and say. I ask, again, for 
Mr. Bagot's interpretation of the passage! 

I had intended to comment on several other passages in our 
Lord's life and conversation, with reference to the doctrine of two 
natures; but I perceive I have not time. However, I would briefly 
advert to a few of the absurdities which would follow from this mode 
^f interpreting Scripture. According to this principle of interpreta- 
iion, any of the ancient prophets might have declared himself totally 
ignorant of the very subjects on which he had been supernaturally 
inspired, and of the very facts which he had been expressly commis- 
sioned to reveal; and if called for an explanation, he might have 
replied, with perfect safety, that, a^ a mere man, they did not come 
within the compass of his knowledge, although, as a prophet^ he was 
acquainted with them. Our Lord himself might have truly affirmed, 
on one occasion, what he might; with equal truth, have denied upon 
another. He might this moment have declared, that he was in- 
iformed respecting his approaching death; and the next, he might 
have protested that he was perfectly ignorant of all that was td befal 
him. He might, when conversing with his disciples in private, have 
confessed that he was altogether uninstructed in the counsels of 
heaven, and the sublime- truths of religion ; while to the Jews in 
general, he announced himself as a teacher sent from God, and abib. 
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to declare unto them tTie designs of the Most High. He might have 
declared to some persons, the very day and hoar of his future coming, 
while he owned to others that he was entirely ignorant of the matter. 
ht fact, were it ever so often, and ever so expressly declared ia 
Scriptare, that Christ is not God equal with the Father, Mr. Bagot 
and his fellow Trinitarians would not be at all staggered in their 
belief. 1 hey would instantly reply, that the declaration was made 
respecting the human nature only! And, ^ally, the Evangelists, 
on this principle, would have been justified in declaring that our 
Lord never was born — that he never suffered on the cross — that he 
never rose again^ or ascended up to hmven ! AH these facts they 
might have contradicted expressly, and afterwards have sheltered 
themselves under the evasive plea, that none of them Ahough true 
of his human nature)^ could be affirmed of him as God. Can that 
be a just principle of interpretation from which consequences 8» 
frightful necessarily flow? 



Mr. bagot. — Mr. Porter has agam^informed you that I ** pa- 
rotted" over my texts — I beg therefore, again, to inform him, that if 
he wishes for a list of the passages I have produced in this discus- 
sion, he shall have them; on condition, that he will meet me here 
from day to day, and from week to week, under the same rules and 
regulations as we have been hitherto guided by, and continue the con- 
troversy until the whole subject shall be fully discussed. For, in fact, I 
have a vast deal more matter upon the question, that would occupy 
me even a month to produce. 

Mr. porter. — I can do without Mr. Bagot*s texts; but I anx 
quite willing to meet him here from day to day to carry on the de* 
bate, if every person present, who heard the previous part of the 
discussion, will pledge himself to attend regularly to hear it, until the 
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Mr. bagot — Let it then be put to the vole. If the auditory 
consent, I consent. 

Mr. porter. — A vote will not give me the pledge which I 
have demanded. I' do not want to know the wish of the majority of 
the persons present, but to receive an assurance from every indivi- 
dual here, that he will attend with us in this place, from day to day, 
and from week to week, till the whole subject be exhausted, in order that the 
same identical auditory may be witnesses to the entire discussion through- 
out. 1 am perfectly ready, however, to finish the controversy through 
the channel of the press. Let Mr. Bagot publish his additional 
matter as a pamphlet, and I shall reply to it in the same way. 

Mr. BAGOT«-*Thi» is the same proposal which I have already 
rejected. 

Mr. PORTER. — ^By no means. My first proposal which you 
rejected, was the publication of a series of essays and re{)lies in the 
Bible Christian; and what I now propose, is the issuing of a serie» 
of con tro versa! pamphlets in a separate forok 
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Mr. BAGOT. — That h a matter quite of a distinct nature rron» 
my present proposal, and does not give a direct reply to it. 

Mr. porter. — I plainly avow that I meant to reject Mr. 6a- 
got 8 proposal to continue the oral discussion; and I am surprised^ 
that any one who heard the condition which I stated, should for one 
moment imagine, that I had the sh'ghtest intention of agreeing with 
It. 1 thought it, from the first, absurd and impracticable; and I simply 
meant, by my conditional acceptance, to put its absurdity and im- 
practicability in a clear light; — for I knew, and could not but know, 
that it was perfectly vain to expect every member of an auditory 
such as this, to give a pledge of attendance here from day to day, and 
from week to week. I now, therefore, tell Mr. Bagot, that I will not 
accept this proposal. 

Mr. bagot here said — " According to the regulations, I wa«^ 
Dot to address you until half an hour after Mr. Porter's last address; 
but, for my part, I do not feel it necessary to cause any delay.** — Upoi> 
which, Mr. Do&bs, one of the Chairmen, referred to the printed 
rules, which stated the arrangement of an interval of half an hour 
before the closing addresses should commence, and said, he thought 
it would be better for general convenience, that Mr. Bagot should 
delay for at least ten minutes. And that he felt it necessary to make 
this announcement, lest any person should leave the house, (which 
was, at* that moment, excessively thronged,) under the impression 
that Mr. Bagot would not commence for half an hour. After a few 
minutes — 

Mr. bagot rose and said — I argued, this morning, that every 
objection advanced by Mr. Porter against my Scripture proofs in 
support of worshipping the Son, were equally valid and conclusive 
objections against those passages which he might advance in sup- 
port of worshipping the Father; and I thereby retorted upon him 
his own principles of reasoning. He has since reminded you, how- 
ever, in his last address, that the converse of this proposition is 
equally true; and that every objection advanced against offering 
worship to the Father,' is an equally valid objection against offering 
worship to the Son i so that the principle of reasoning which Mr. 
Porter has embodied in this remark may be compared to the flaming 
sword placed at the entrance of the garden of Eden, which turned 
every way to protect the avenues to the tree of life! But let hioi 
mark the consequence of thus retorting this principle; for the reply, 
W worth any thing, tends to prove that neither Father nor Son are 
God — and, in fact, that there is no Deity revealed to us in the Bible 
at all! 

Mr. Porter has said a good deal, in his last speech, against the 
doctrine of two natures in the mediatorial person of Christ; and, in 
the course of illustrating his remarks upon this subject, he brought 
before your notice the Athanasian Creed. Now I beg to say, that 
1 did not come here to defend creeds, but to maintain and support 
by arguments the statement of my opinions, which is contained in 
my two propositions. But as Mr. Porter yesterday alluded to the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation, imagining that I would be foolish 
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wioc^h to divide ray own party against mjrself, by entering upoir 
such an irrelevaot discussion; so, to-day, I suppose, he has advanced 
the Atbanasian Creed, with the hope that I might so far implicate 
myself in a discussion on its contents, as to divide the Orthodox Pro- 
testants against me. I must, howrever, make a remark or two upon: 
this creed. Mr. Porter has informed you that I read it to my con- 
gregation at least thirteen times in the year. I answer, that I have 
the advantage of him in that respect; for how does he know whether 
I read it or not? — whereas I know, by sensible evidence, — for I my- 
self have heard him this day, — that he has read it once in his own- 
Meeting-house. He said much about the meaning of the word 
Person, and argued that it afways denotes a distinct being. I ad- 
roit, that it does when used in reference to men; but we should exer- 
cise great caution when we speak of the nature of Deity, by the use of 
this and other terms which are borrowed from the ordinary vocabu- 
lary of men. Let us be cautious not to strain analogies tod far. If 
God, in compliance with the infirmities of our weak and finite un- 
derstandkigs^ has condescended to borrow words from- the nomen- 
datare of his creatures, we should be cautious lest, by stretching 
their import beyond what we are fully able to determine, we may 
seem to encroach upon his kindness, and thus to sin, that grace may 
abound. I admit that the word person^ when used in reference to 
men, denotes a distinct intellectual agent ; but I cannot exactly de- 
fine its signification, when used in reference to the Godhead. I 
observe, in Scripture, a revelation of three persons, the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, who together constitute One God. Be- 
tween these three, there is, I believe, a certain distinction ; and I 
employ the word " person," not in its strictly proper sense, as applied 
to men, but in a peculiar sense, to denote that distinction. Let that 
distinction be what it may, I find it ia the Bible ; and I therefore be» 
lieve it, though I do not profess to explain its nature. 

Mr. Porter argued, that the statements of the Atbanasian Creed 
imply this absurdity. That Christ is eternal and not eternal, omnipo-^ 
tent and not omnipotent, omniscient and not oraniscient,.at the same 
timcy and in the same respect. I answer, that he would have found 
the explanation of ail this in the Creed itself, had be attended to the 
fbllowiiig clauses, which say, that Christ is *< Perfect God and perfect 
man — equal to the Father as touching his Godhead, and inferior to 
the Father as touphing his manhood — who, although he be God and^ 
man, yet he is not two, but one Christ — one, not by conversion of 
tlie Godhead into flesli, but by taking the manhood into God — one 
altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by unity of person.'' 
Christ is eternal, omnipotent, and omniscient, as to his Deity, b.ul 
not as io his humanity^ ^fhis is a doctrine which I find clearly re- 
vealed in Scripture; and it was upon the principle which this doc- 
trine involves that I answered Mr. Porter's objection from Mark; 
xiii. 32, in which it is said, that Christ did not know the day or hour 
ef judgment, by showing that though he knew all things in his divine 
nature, yet, as to his human nature there were some things, of which 
this was one, which he did not know. If Mr. Porter wishes to es- 
tablish his argument, let him prove that Christ's human knowledge 
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viecfessarily inclucled in it all his divine knowledge, and then I wHt 
confess that there is an unanswerable difficulty in Mark xiii. 32; 
but as long as it is true, that though the greater includes the less, 
yet the less never can include the greater, I am justified in saying, 
that Christ knows, as to his divine nature, many things which he 
does not know in his human nature ; although it would be absurd 
to convert this proposition, and to say that he knows, as man, all 
things which he knows as God. 

As to Mr. Porters remarks upon 1 Tim. iii. 16, " God was mani- 
fest in the flesh'/' &c. I have said enough about that text already. 
And I shall merely remark here, that the fact of Griesbach s having 
inserted Gsog in his first edition, and of his having omitted it in his 
second, proves that he had a Socinian tendency. 

1 now proceed to Mr. Porters remarks upon Rom. ix. 5, "Whose 
are the ilitliers, and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, 
who is over all, God blessed for ever.** The original of tbis passage 
is as followsi 

ilikoyTirhg ug roxtg aiutvctg. 'Afitjv. 

Mr. Porter proposed to place a stop afler Icr/ ^dvruv, and to read the 
'latter clause as a doxology, so as to translate it thus : 

** Whose are the fathers, and of whom as concerning the ^esh Christ came, 
who is over all. trod be blessed far ever. Amen. 

This, however, was an alteration proposed by Erasmus, and adopted 
by Locke, from whom Mr. Porter has borrowed it. There are two 
principles connected with this criticism, which require to be examined. 
1st, The proposed change in the punctuation. 2d, Tbe rendering 
the latter clause as a doxology. 

1. It is a question amongst biblical critics, whether the punctua- 
tion of Scripture should be regarded as a question of reading or con- 
struction; as no system of punctuation, such as appears in modern 
M.8S, was used by the Apostles in their autographs. Notwithstanding 
this, however, the question may very fairly be regarded as one of 
reading; and if so, all antiquity — whether we refer to M.SS, versions, 
fathers, heretics — decides in favour of the commonly-received punc- 
tuation, with the solitary exception of one manuscript mentioned by 
Griesbach, (No. 47,) which places a stop — not after s'jfi ^ayrw, but 
after tta^xa* 

But if we regard the propos.ed punctuation as a question of 
construction, I argue that it is inadmissible, on account of the dis- 
memberment which it would cause in the phrase, 6 cDv s^i ^dvruv @shg; 
for 06^^ coming without the wticle immediaielyafl^ o a)v 1^/ *x6.vtuv, 
must be construed in apposition with it. 

In addition to these reasons, I argue for the commonly-received 
punctuation, from the nature of the Apostle's style in this passage, 
which consists of a climax and an antithesis, Kard ed^xa, "as con- 
cerning the flesh," is evidently one part of an antithesis, requiring a 
corresponding and contrasted member in the succeeding sentence. 
For the words *' as coucerniBg the flesh," naturally suggest to the 
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mind the inc^airy^ " What was he in other respects?'* which ought to 
be aDswered m the following clause. 

For these reasons I reject the alteration in the puuctuatiop^ which 
Mr. Porter has proposed. 

2. I object to reading the last clause of this verse as a doxolo^y, 
because the construction of the passage would not admit of it. Th'e 
participle tav would be superfluous^ and the words, 6 e^/ 'xavrm &fog, 
would have been sufficient. Also, svXiyyfiTog should be placed before 
esD^; as is the case in other similsir doxologies in Lokc i. 6S; 2 Cor. 
i. 3; Eph. L 3; 1 Pet. i. 3; and in about forty instances in the 
Septoagint. There is only one case usually advanced as an excep- 
tion to this form, which occurs in Ps. Ixvii. 19, of the Septuagiut: 
Ku^/o; 6 Qshg ih>ji>yrirhi* ivXoyrnrog Ku^iog vifiB^v xctff ^/Ag^av. But the 
former clause of this verse, which is the part concerned, is of doubtful 
authority, as there is nothing corresponding to it in the Hebrew; and 
it may be as well translated thus: "The Lord God is blessed." 

If Gen. xxvii. 29, " Cursed be every one that curseth thee, and 
blessed be he that blesseth thee," should be adduced as an excep- 
tion to this rule, I answer that it may as well be rendered thus: 
" Cursed is every one that curseth thee, and blessed is every one that 
blesseth thee." 

I conclude that if the natural and established order of the words in 
such doxologies requires that ivXtyytirog should be placed before Qio^, 
DO writer who wished to be understood would reverse that order. 

I also argue, that a doxology in this passage would have inter- 
rupted the Apostle s discourse^ by a long and improbable exclama- 
tion. And I also remark, that when he was in a " state of sorrow 
and heaviness," on account of his kinsmen's rejection of Christ, as 
stated in ver. 2 and 3, a doxology would have been very unsuitable 
and unnatural. A prayer was more congenial with his feelings at 
the time, and accordingly we find him commencing the next chapter 
thus: " My hearts desire and prayer to (xod for Israel is, uiat they 
may be saved." 

I also argue, that the verb sdrca should be added to the text, on 
the supposition of this passage being a doxology. 

And why, I ask, should the Apostle have stopped so suddenly in 
the middle of a description of one person, to address a doxology to 
another, especially when the words xara 6a^Ka, in the former part of 
that description, require a response to follow? 

For these reasons I reject the proposal of Mr. Porter, — to read 
this passage as a doxology. 

I therefore regard it as a descriptipn of the higher nature of 
Chri^, that nature whioh is here mentioned in contrast with his being 
of Jewish extraction, '' according to the fleshy" And I wouM beg 
you to remark, that this passage ascribes to the 3ayiour four titles 
designating Deity. He is "over all," or Lord of the universe, lie 
is " God," a title which is not used in any figurative ,qi* subordinate 
sense here, as iis evident from the strong expreasionrs wb^ch fire asso-» 
ciated with it* He is "blessed," iuy^nirog^ not .iii>*cyyjfiBvog* And I 
would here request you to r^mfirk^ th«^ si^nro^ jytc^x^ only four 
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times in the New Testament, (in Mark xiv. 61; Rom. i. 25; 2 Cor. 
xi. 31, and in this passage;) and is so peculiar a title of the true 
God, that it is sufficient of itself to particularise the Supreme Je- 
hovah, as is evident from the question of the High Priest to our 
Saviour in Mark xiv. 61, "Art thou the Christ, the Son of the 
Blessed ?" EuXo^Tj/^gvos, on the other hand, is applied to creatures, as 
in Luke i. 42, where it is applied to the Virgin Mary : " Blessed art 
thou among women." We have, lastly, the attribute of Eternity 
ascribed to Christ in this passage: he is "over all, God blessed for 
ever. Amen." 

In order to obviate the force of my argument for the Deity of 
Christ, derived from Col. ii. 9, " In him dwelleth all the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily," Mr. Porter referred to Eph. iii. 19, in which 
the Apostle prays that the Ephesian church might be " filled with all 
the fulness of God;" and he told me, that t might as well argue for 
the proper Deity of all the members of that church, in consequence 
of this passage. Let me examine the comparison here instituted. 
The passage in Col. ii. 9, is an assertion in the following form in the 
original: ort Iv alrijj xaroixsT 'Trav rh '^rXjj^w^a rrig ^sorrirog dcafLccrixugi in 
which the Apostle employs five most emphatic and expressive terms, 
to denote the Deity of Christ: " In hiila dwelleth all the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily" But the passage in Epk. iii. 19, which Mr. 
Porter considers as parallel to this, is a prayer, and of a vastly different 
nature. He does not pray that all die members of the Ephesian 
church might be filled " with all the fulness of the Godhead bodily," 
but that Ihey might be filled " ui^to" or " towards all the fulness of 
God;" for the Greek is, 7va TXjjgw^^rs g/'s ^av rh ^Xri^uiJM, ro\j ©sou. And 
who could suppose that the latter passage bears the slightest resem- 
blance to the passage in Col. ii. 9 ? The Apostle had no intention 
of representing it as ei^en possible, that the Ephesian Christians could 
be filled ^ith all the fulness of the Godhead I He merely holds forth 
the unsullied amplitude of Jehovah's moral glory as the standard 
towards which believers were to endeavour, as it were, to approxi- 
mate ; upon the same principle upon which the Saviour says to his 
disciples, " Be ye perfect, as your Father in heaven is perfect"! But 
he full well knew, that, even in the remotest ages of eternity, the infi- 
nite distance between the creature and the Creator will be definitely 
preserved; and that the holiness of the saints, even in their highest 
state of exaltation, though perfect in its kind, will still continue to be 
but a shadow of the moral glory of God ! 

Mr. Porter has again adverted to our Saviour's answer to the 
request of the mother of Zebedee's children, contained in Matt. xx. 
23: " To sit on my right hand and on my left, is not mine to give; 
but it shall be given to them for whom it has been prepared of my 
Father;" — and he argued, in reply to my remarks upon this passage^ 
that the mother of Zebedee's children did not make such distinctions 
as to the two conditions of Christ which I did, but addressed him in 
reference to his whole person. I beg to ask him. What have the 
views of this woman to do with the question ? Id all probability, she 
was a Socinian like Nicodemus, or an Arian like Martha. Mr. 
Porter says, " It is quite plain that Christ had not the power, in any 
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seme, to bestow the tolicited hoDour." But I cballeDge him to proire 
this assertion. It is strange^ that he who elsewhere claims the pre* 
rogative of acting by an unlimited power, as in his reply to the leper, 
*' I will, be thou clean/' and his declaration to his disciples, " If ye 
shall ask any thing in my name, / will do it,** — should, in this in- 
stance, disclaim that power, by an absolute and unqualified declara- 
tion. Mr. Porter has asserted, that the mode of explanation which 
I have applied to this passage involves a charge of equivocation 
against the Saviour; and he endeavoured to illustrate his meaning, 
by a reference to a Bishop giving away a good living. Now, as to 
this illustration, all I shall say is, that I wish he wonid make it good 
in my case ! but as to the logical principle involved in it, I must 
maintain, that my explanation of the text does not imply the slight- 
est charge of equivocation against the Saviour. For, I request yon 
to attend to the phraseology which Christ adopts. He uses the pre-- 
Bent tense : " To sit on my right hand and on my led, is not mine to 
give." He does not say, ** To sit on my right hand and on my left, 
will not be mine to. give." And the reason of his speaking in the 
present tense, is obviously this: Because, at the time when he spoke 
these words, he was in a state of humiliation ; he had emptied him- 
self of his pre-existent glory; and he could not, consistently with 
these circumstances, have asserted his right to dispose of the hon- 
ours and dignities of his kingdom, until after he had crushed the 
serpent's head, and had overcome the powers and principalities of 
darkness. And all this is declared in Rev. iii. 21, where he expressly 
asserts the very prerogative which Mr. Porter thinks that he denies 
in Matt. xx. 23: "To him that overcometh, will I grant to sit with 
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down with my 
Father in his throne." 

I HAVE NOW DISPOSED OF ALL THE OBJECTIONS WHICH Mr. 

Porter has advanced against the Deity of Christ; and I 
wish, in concluding the argumentative part of this discussion, as far 
as. I am concerned, to propose a plain and simple question to this 
audience, which contains in it a strong negative argument, not merely 
for the Deity of Christ, but in support of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
And I shall propose this question, with the view of submitting it to 
the conscience and candid investigation of every person who denies 
the Deity of Christ and of the Holy Spirit. The question is as fol- 
lows: 

How do you account for this fact — that, in every description pre- 
sented to our minds, from the beginning of Genesis to the end of 
the Revelation, of what, is passing in the invisible heavens, the 
Son and the Holy Ghost are never once represented as 
OFFERING Worship, or doing Homage, on their own account, 
and in their highest character and condition, to any supe- 
rior Being ? 

I call upon those who deny the Deity of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost to account for that astounding circumstance. And let them 
recollect that angels, as well as men, are represented as worshipping 
Jehovah — that the Psalmist repeatedly calls upon every order and 
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classification of created intelligeQces, by a distinct and expressed 
reference, to worship God; and» as if the animated creation did not 
afford objects enough upon whom to call, he addresses the sun and 
moon, the rocks and trees, and mountains and hills, and challenges 
them to join in the universal anthem of nature, to celebrate the ma- 
jesty and glory of that Great Being from whom all their brightness 
and their beauty was derived! And yet the Son and the Holy 
Ghost are never so appealed to; and yet how much would it have 
tended to magnify and exalt the glory of Jehovah, that he should 
have been described, not merely as receiving the homage of all the 
armies of heaven, and all the inhabitants of the earth, but as being 
the object of the adoration of two such exalted beings! Let Mr. 
Porter produce an instance of the Son or the Holy Ghost offering 
worship in heaven on their own account, and in their abstract con- 
dition, to any superior being, and the controversy on the subject of 
the Trinity will be decided in his favour! He may perhaps tell me^ 
that Christ intercedes for his people at the right hand of the Father. 
I answer, however, that this is not a case in point. The Saviour in- 
tercedes, in his official capacity as Mediator, on account of those for 
whom he has achieved the work of redemption, and he does not re- 
quire for himself those blessings for which he intercedes. There is, 
therefore, no such instance in Scripture of the Son and Holy Ghost 
offering homage to another being, as would prove their inferiority; 
and I maintain that this can only be accounted for on the principle 
of their not being creatures, and because they, with the Father, are 
the ONE true and everlasting God. 

I SHALL NOW DRAW THE GENERAL CONCLUSION FROM THE EN- 
TIRE TRAIN OF REASONING WHICH I HAVE ADVANCED THROUGHOUT 

THIS DISCUSSION. I Came here to argue for the true Deity of the 
Lord Jesus Christ as the Word ; and I trust I have been enabled, 
by the grace of God, to do so in a satisfactory manner. I now lay 
down this principle, in order to illustrate the force of the reasoning 
I have advanced, — that no man can deny the Deity of the Son, 

WITHOUT AT THE SAME TIME DENYING THE DeITYOF THE FaTHER. 

This principle will appear evident from the following comparison of 
texts, from which, as a specimen, it will be seen that the Scriptural 
proofs for the Deity of the Son are as clear and convincing as those 
for the Deity of the Father, viz. — 



. Proqfs of the Deity of the Father, 

Abba, Father, all things are possible 
ble onto thee. — ^Mark xiv, 36. 

Father, forgive them ; for they Icnow 
not what they do. — Luke xxiii. 34. 

Father, into thy hands I commend 
my spirit— Luke xxiii. 46. 

The tme worshippers shall worship 
the Father. — John iv. 21. 

My Father ntorheth hitherto. — John 
T. 17. 



Proofs of the Deity of the Son. 

He is able even to subdue all things 
unto himself. — Phil. iii. 31. 

Lord, lay not this sin to their 
charge. — Acts vii. 60. 

Lord Jesus, receive my spirit. — 
Acts vii. 59. 

Let all the angels of God worship 
him. — Hbb. i. 6. 

And I worh,-—JoHK v. 17. 
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Prwifs ofthi Dtity oftU Father, 



Wbftt thiDgt loeTer the Father 
doeth.— John t. 19. 

As the Father raiaeth up the dead) 
and qmekenetk them. — John t. 31. 

Eren as they kaaour Uie Father. — 
John t. 29. 

As the Father knoweth me, — John 
X. 15. 



Prwif$ tfihe Ddtff of the Soh. 



The same doeth the Son likewise. 
^JOBN V. 19. 

Eren so the Son guieleaeih whom 
Ac will.— John v. 21. 

That all men should hwimr the 
Son. — John t. 23. 

|)yen so hunv I the Father. — John 
X. 15. 



Now, let these two classes of texts be considered in juxtaposition ; 
let the declarations in one be compared attentively with the decla- 
rations in/the other. You have one class of passages which ascribe 
the attributes of Deity to the Father; and you have, on the other 
hand, a similar class of texts which ascribe the very same attributes 
to the Son: — I argue, then, that any principle of reasoning which 
Mr. Porter may adopt in order to overthrow the doctrine of the true 
Deity of Christ which I derive from the latter, will virtually and 
necessarily act as a lever to upset the doctrine of the true Deity of 
the Father, which Mr. Porter derives from the former. So that he 
must either involve himself in the responsibility of arguing upon 
principles which would represent the Bible as a system of Atheism, 
in which no Deity is revealed at all ; or he must agree with me in 
receiving* as scriptural, the doctrine which I now state as my general 
conclusion from this entire discussion, — that the Lord Jesus Christ 

POSSBSSBS, AS THE WoRD, THE SAME ETERNITY, KNOWLEDGE, 
POWER, AUTHORITY, PREROGATIVES, AND GoDHEAD WITH THE 

Father, and is one; with him in all attributes. 



I shall now employ the remainder of my time in taking advantage 
of the peculiar privilege which tl)^ Lord has conferred upon me — of 
raising my voice within these walls ^ to proclaim those glorious state- 
ments of his Gospel which are intimately connected with the doctrine 
of the Saviour's Deity; and on account of which^ I consider that sub- 
ject to be supremely important, and h^ve embraced the present op- 
portunity of defending it by argument. If it could be proved to me, 
that the doctrine of the true Deity of Christ were nothing mpre than 
a piece of intellectual information, invented in order to glare or asto- 
nish the thinking powers of man ; — if it could be proved, that it were 
a mere abstract theory, divested of every practical influence; — then I 
should at once renounce and discard it, because I am informed in Scrip- 
ture, that Christianity is a system of moral motives, and that every 
constituent doctrine of Christianity is *^ according to godliness/' i ar- 
gue, then, for the Deity of Christ, because it ia the primary and most 
essential principle of the Gospel; because it is the nucleus — the 
vitality — the essence— i>the axiom — the very originating principle of 
the religion of Jesus Christ ! The doctrine of the Saviour's Deity 
is, as it were, the key-stone, which, by its inserted pressure, binds 
and consolidates into one compact Dody* the whole system of divine 
truth ! The sentiments which men entertain in reference to the per- 
sonal dignity of Christ, constitute a test and index of tlieir general 
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creed; and are^ as it were, a sort of moral barometer by which we 
can measure the elevation or depression of their opinions upon the 
other doctrines of the Gospel. Those, for instance, who believe that 
Christ was nothing more than a man, must rely exclusively upon 
their own performances for justification, pardon, and peace, in time, 
and for glory and everlasting happiness in eternity; and as they 
superadd to this belief an opinion that the Holy Ghost is nothiog^ 
more than an attribute, they must believe, that they can attain to 
that holiness without which no man shall see the Lord, by their own 
endeavours to sanctify and purify themselves, independently of that 
process which the Bible reveals as exclusively of the operatioa of 
the Spirit of God. And — ^if we ascend somewhat higher-^the maA 
who believes that Christ was an angel or a superangelic lieing, may 
perhaps profess to avail himself to a certain extent of his services, 
and, by adding the merit of Christ to his own good works, may thereby 
imagine, that he is resting his plea upon a sure foundation. But the 
Scripture recognises no such basis of justification: a righteousness 
composed of such heterogeneous qualities can never stand the test of 
the scrutinizing eye of the Almighty! Theman who does not be* 
lieve in the true Deity of Christ, can never entertain an adequate or 
correct opinion in reference to the other doctrines of the Gospel*-p 
he can have no proper idea of that system of salvation which can. 
justify the sinner here, and glorify the believer hereafter. If Christ 
be not God, of what avail is bis work ? If Christ were only a crea** 
ture, every work he achieved, every action he performed, was neces- 
sary to fulfil those infinite obligations under which he lay, in common 
with all created beings, to serve, to honour, and to obey his Creator. 
If Christ were only a creature, commissioned to perform the mere 
work of a prophet or a messenger, might not some inferior being 
have been selected from a lower class of created existences, who 
would have discharged the o£Bce as well? and might not the *' only- 
begotten Son of God" have bpen exempted from a commission 
attended with so much suffering and disgrace ? And how could the 
Holy Spirit sanctify, unless he is divine? He could have no com- 
mand over the sentiments or feelings of men — no power to control 
their will — no faculty of universal apd perpetual presence, by virtue 
of which he could dwell in every member of the church, and carry 
on the work of sanctification in every believer's soul. 

But more awful consequences, still, are attendant upon a denial 
of the Deity of Christ: it neutralizes and destroys the infinite cha- 
racter of the Father's love. Observjs the strong andi emphatic 
terms in which the Bible speaks of the love of God: ** God so loved 
the world, that he gave his only-begotten Son, that whosoever be- 
lieveth in him might not perish, but have eternal life/*-^^' He that 
spared not his own Son, but freely gave him up for us all, how shall 
he not. with him also freely give us all things." — *^ In thiswas- mani- 
fested the love of God toward us, because that God sent his only- 
begotten Son into the world, that we might live through him." 
'* Herein is love" — as if there were love in nothing else^*** not that 
we loy^d God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the pro- 
pitiation for our sins." Here the love of God is estimated and valued 
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by the dignity of his Son ; but if Christ were merely a creature, 
what would become of the infinite character of the Father's love ? 
Could not that same physical omnipotence of the Eternal, which, 
upon Mr. Porter's principles, commanded the Lord Jesus Christ into 
existence, have created millions of similarly exalted beings to supply 
the place of that one which God had surrendered as an atonement 
for sin? Surely, the doctrine which represents the Saviour as 
merely a creature, deriving his existence and attributes at an im- 
measurable distance from his Creator, altogether annihilates the love 
of the Father to the world ! 

But observe the influence which the denial of the Saviour's 
Deity has in reference to the love of Christ himself. The Scrip- 
tures are replete with animated representations of the length and 
breadth and height and depth of the love of Christ, which passeth 
all understanding ! If Christ, however, were nothing more than a 
created being, what becomes of the infinite condescension of his 
love — the extreme disinterestedness of that philanthropy which no 
human or angelic intellect can scan ? Let me refer you to that de- 
scription to which Mr. Porter has alluded, of the mediatorial exalta- 
tion of the Redeemer, which you will find in Phil. ii. 9 to 11: 
** Wherefore (in consequence of his previous condescension) God 
also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name which is above 
every name; that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of 
things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth ; 
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to 
the glory of God the Father." Now, let me appeal to your candid 
and impartial judgments, where could have been i\\e disinterestedness 
in a created being, no matter how exalted, submitting to undergo 
the temporary humiliation which the Saviour underwent— enduring a 
ievr short hours of suffering, no matter how intense, with this glorious 
prospect before his view, that, when the period of his debasement 
had expired, he should be raised to a transcendent elevation at the 
right hand of God — promoted, as it were, into a state of competition 
with the majesty, the power, and prerogatives of the Eternal — ap- 
pointed to the office of Universal Judge ; and should, in fact, be 
represented as superseding his Creator in the execution of those 
works which none but Deity could achieve ? If Christ were a crea* 
ture, his philanthropy was not disinterested — his love was dictated 
by motives of personal ambition and of self-aggrandisement. For I 
lay down this as an incontrovertible principle, that there must have 
been, even in the highest mediatorial exaltation of Christ, something 
of condescension and humiliation^ in order to preserve the disinterested 
character of his love to man. In undertaking the office of Mediator, 
his primary motive must have been to release those sinful creatures 
who were lost in a state of moral dereliction and transgression, and 
for whom he interposed by that sublime act of philanthropy which 
the Gospel describes. He must have been actuated by a desire to 
promote their spiritual prosperity and happiness, both here and here- 
after. But unless we admit that he was true God, — one with the 
Father, we cannot contemplate his mediatorial interference in this 
point of view; but we neutralize altogether the infinity of his love, 
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and represent the work which he has achieved as an act of selfish- 
ness, and not of benevolence ! Alas ! alas ! how these systems 
which deny the true Deity of Christ — how they scorch and wither 
the sentiments of men in reference to the infinity of the love of God! 
Methinks they are like as if Satan had kindled a torch in the lowest 
flames of hell, in order to burn and consume the love of the Father 
and the Son ; but with which he has only succeeded in producing a 
lurid glare, that has dazzled the intellectual faculties of man, so as 
to prevent their discerning the light of the glory and love of God as 
it shines in the face of Jesus Christ 1 

But let me turn your attention to the sad effect which a denial 
of the Saviour s Deity has upon the prospects of man for eternity. 
It is a truth written, as with a sunbeam, upon every page of Scrip- 
ture, that man is by nature a fallen, a guilty» a condemned creature, 
obnoxious to the righteous judgment of God. We are told, that " the 
heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked" — that 
" all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God : " Jehovah him- 
self is represented as looking down from heaven upon the children of 
men, to investigate their characters with that omniscient ken by 
which he explores the utmost boundaries of the illimitable universe, 
and pronouncing this solenin verdict — " There is none righteous; no, 
not one: " and the Apostle Paul, when reminding the Ephesian Church 
of their past unregenerate condition, says that they were " children 
of wrath, even as others." If man, then, be in a guilty and con- 
demned state by nature, it is an awful and important question. How 
shall he obtain pardon and justification with God, on account of his 
past transgressions ? and how shall his sinful and unholy nature be 
sanctified and prepared for admission into the realms of everlasting 
Klory ? Can personal repentance, on the part of the sinner, obliterate 
the crime of which he has been guilty, so as to reinstate him into the 
condition of a sinless and unfallen being P Unquestionably not. For 
whatever act has been performed by God, or angels, or by man^ must 
remain for ever written upon the pages of eternity, never to be erased; 
and, therefore, no subsequent repentance on the sinners part, — ^no tears 
of sorrow or contrition, can ever blot out his past transgressions; 
nor even could the united tears of angels erase the record of those 
offences for which man is brought in guilty before God ! Can, then, 
subsequent obedience achieve the work of the sinner s justification P 
This, alas! will prove as ineffectual as repentance; for though we 
should render to God a perfect obedience for the remainder of our 
lives, still the sin we have committed is sufficient to procure our con- 
viction and condemnation ; for the wages of sin is death ! Shall we, 
then, have recourse to the abstract mercy of God, as the foundation 
upon which to rest our hope of pardon P This is the Unitarian s 
plea: " I believe," he savs, *'that God is merciful; and I repose in 
his kindness, and trust he will have compassion upon me." Alas, 
my friends ! it was bad enough that Mr. Porter should have yester- 
day adopted the algebraic principle of neutralizing one text of Scrip- 
ture by another; but to carry up this principle to a contemplation 
of the character of God, and to bring it into collision with the attri- 
butes of Jehovah, and thus to set his mercy against his justice — his 
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compassion against his truth — ^his, grace against his holiness, and 
thereby to neutralize and annihilate one class of attributes by 
another, is a guilt that is direful, blasphemous, and indescribable, 
equal to the crime for which Satan was banished out of heaven into 
hell ! Methinks, if I could look back upon that important epoch in 
eternity when God, in the council-chambers of heaven, devised the 
atonement— when the eternal THtiEE sat down, as it were, to con* 
stitnte and plan the scheme of redemption, — ^the axiom they assumed, 
the postulate they adopted, the principle they considered essentially 
necessary to be at all hazards maintained, was this: That Gods 
justice must be satisfied, before he could become the justifier of the 
uhgodly — that his holiness and truth must be vindicated, by a satis- 
factory compensatiot), before his mercy could be dispensed to the 
fallen family of man ; and that the law must be vindicated, by the 
fulfilment of its precepts, and the endurance of its penalties, be- 
fbre the sinner could be freed from its condemnation, and justified 
freely by the grace of God. To meet these requirements, the Saviour 
became incarnate, and achieved a work which constitutes a basis of 
jtrstificatlon which meets the demands of Cod, and the necessities of 
man. He wrought out a perfect righteousness for his people. He 
w'as wounded for our transgressions, bruised for our iniquities, thd 
chastisement by which our peace has been efi^ected was laid on him, 
and by his stripes we are healed. This is the view which the Bible 
gives of the philanthropy of the Savioiir: " He is the end of the law 
for righteousness to every one that believeth" — "He was made a 
curse for us;** and observe how he sustained that curse: — sorrow was 
the very essence of the curse, as denounced against Adam; so Christ 
was a man 6f sorrows. The loss of the communion of God was 
another item in the curse against din ; and this the Saviour sustained 
when, in all the agonies of conscious dereliction, be exclaimed, " My 
God, toy God, why hast tliou forsaken me ?" Death was another por- 
tion of the curse; for the law has said, ** The soul that sinueth it shall 
surely die;" and, as the sinner's substitute and representative, the 
Saviour fulfilled the law and died upon the cross, that we might live 
through him. We can account for the snfleriftffs aud death of the 
Saviour upon no other principle. For how could we reconcile it with 
the justice and mercy of a righteous God, that a sinless and holy beino: 
should have undergone so much superfluous sufferiag, if the work which 
he came to achieve were merely that of a messenger or prophet, which 
might have been discharged without such an awful expense of agony 
as Christ endured P But we must admit the atonement of the Saviour 
upon scriptural grounds: for \i't are told that *' once in the end ol the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself;" 
that "He who knew no sin was made sin," or a sin-offering, "for 
uii, that we might be made the righteousness of God in him;" and 
that " by one sacrifice he hath perfected for ever them that are sanc- 
tified." And now let me show the necessary connexion which there 
is between the Deity of the Saviour, and his righteousness and 
atonement. We know that no created or finite being can perform 
more than what is his duty to do; for, after all he may have done, 
he will still be only an unprofitable servant. The very essence and 
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fandamental prrindple of the work of Christ, consiating of his right- 
eousness and atonement, u this, that it is an act of supererogation 
intended to be transferred to the aocount and benefit of others. But 
no created being could exeoate such a transferable work ; and if 
Christ were a creature, his rightaousness was required for bis owm 
personal justification, and could not be commuaicated as the ground* 
work of acceptance to man. We must, tlien, admit his Ddty, in 
t)rder to give to the work which he achieved in his humanity a vaiue 
•corresponding wkh the infinite dignity of his character, and com- 
mensurate with the necessities of the sinner. B«rt what, on the other 
band, is the natural effect of a denial of the Saviour's Deity? it 
annihilates the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, and elevates self 
as a Saviour in his stead ! — for if Christ be not our Saviour, we Huifit 
be resting on our own works for salvation. And now, ray friends, I 
would desire affectionately and earnestly to bri^ home this impoiv 
tant subject to the consciences of every individual in this vast as- 
sembly. 1 would wish to propose this question personally to my 
Ifiriend, Mr. Porter, and I would say to him, and to each «f yasL — As 
you are now in the presence of that God who will judge the quick 
«nd dead at bis appearing and his kingdom, can you place your 
hands upon your hearts, and say, in the full assurance of tiiat fitith 
which is the believer s privilege—*^ We give thanks unto the Father, 
which hath made us meet to be pcurtakers of the inheritance of the 
-saints in Hght; who hath delivered us from the power of darkness, 
and hath translated ns into the kingdom of his dear Son ; in whom 
we have redemption through bis blood, even the forgiveness of sins'* P 
Attend, here, to the force of the word ** have." The privM^es of 
the believer are as much in possession as in pros^ecL Every one who 
Is in Clnri^ not having his own righteousness, out his^ has the for« 
^iveness of sins as a present blessing, whiob be obtained by grace, 
when he was enabled to believe; as the Apostle says-to the Ephesiaa 
Church ^cfaap. iv. 82), when he directs them << to be kind one to 
jinother, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as God, for 
Christ's sake, fiath forgiven them ;" and the Apostle Peter describea 
the believer's privilege in language proportionably strong, where he 
says, {1 PST. ii. 25) — ** Ye were as sheep, going astray, but ar& now 
returned unto the Shepherd and Bishop of your souls." I say, tben^ 
it is the Isreliever's privilege to have, in consequence of the redemp* 
tion that is in Christ, in present and actual possession, the full, 
free, and irreversible pardon of all his transeressioBS. And why 
should not this be his privilege? Who shall lay any thing to the 
•chargb of God's elect, whom God himself hath justified ? Who shall 
condemn tliose for whom the Saviour died ? And when Christ ex- 
pired upon Calvary, did he perform an incomplete or ineiicienC 
work? Surely not ; or else he never would have uttered that expir- 
ing exclamation which marked the triumphant consummation of his 
sacrifice — ** It is finished!^' Tl>e object «f his achievement was to 
remove the vail of the curse, which interposed between theconditioB 
of man and the forgiving kindness and love of the Eternal; and when 
be pronounced these words, he had taken away every o^iaele which 
prevented the mercy of Jehovah foom ehintng In all its anplitudc 
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upon the moral ruiot of thit apostate world. Chritt, then, did not 
leave his work half finished, hat bronght it to a glorious and benig- 
nant termination ; and there is now nothing to prevent the very vilest 
sinner from looking to a crucified Saviour, and rejoicing in the doc- 
trine of a full and gracious pardon, which is a refleetum from tho 
cross upon the soul of every Christian that looketh unto Jesus, the 
Author and Finisher of his Faith. But how, you will ask» shall the 
sinner become interested in the Saviours work P How shall he appro-' 
priate to himself the blessings which Christ has purchased by hia 
death ? The Bible says, in reply to this inquiry, *' Believe on the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved.** Faith is represented 
in Scripture as the connecting link which binds the sinner to the 
Saviour, and gives him an appropriating interest in the Saviours 
work, and in every blessing which the interference of Christ has 
obtained. "He that beUeveth on him is not condemned.** — ^"He 
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life.** Christ is the pri- 
mary object of the sinner's faith ; and every blessing, such as justi- 
fication, pardon, peace and holiness, are the secondary objects of 
the sinners faith, reflected back upon the soul from a believing 
view of the Saviour, as he is held forth in the Gospel : for Christ 
is made unto us, of God, wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctifica- 
tion, and redemption; and in him we have redemption through 
his blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his 
grace. And what are the benefits which result to the sinner, from 
a heliemng view of the Saviour? Being justified by faith, he has 
peace with Grod, through our Iiord Jesus Christ. Justification, which 
implies the acceptance of our persons, inclusive of the pardon of our 
sins, is the first gift of the grace of God in the Saviour. And, ob- 
serve that the Apostle does not represent justification as the object 
of hope, but as the object of faith. We are not merely directed to 
hope, with the Unitarian, that God will pardon our sins at the hour 
of death, or at the day of judgment — we are not merely privileged to 
hope in his mercy ; but we are directed in the Gospel to look to the 
finished %Tork of Emmanuel, and to believe that in him we have 
redemption, even the forgiveness of our sins. I repeat it: The 
Christian is not justified by hope, but by faith. He is not merely to 
expect a future pardon, but to belieVe in a present pardon. Such is 
the concurrent testimony of the Grospel : '' There is now therefore no 
condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after 
the flesh, but after the spirit." — " I write unto you, little children," 
says the beloved disciple, " because your sins are forgiven you for 
his name's sake." And the Apostle Paul, in a passage already re- 
ferred to, says, '* Being justified by faith, we have peace with God;" 
evidently implying, that the believer is a pardoned and accepted sin- 
ner, and that he has joy and peace in believing that his sins; have 
been freely pardoned, through the reconciliation efiected by Christ^ 
HoPB has another and a different object from justification. It refers 
principally to the glory and blessedness of immortality. The basis, 
the residence, the object, the tendency of hope, are strikingly de- 
scribed by the Apostle in Col. i. 27, where he says, that the riches 
of the mystery of the Gospel is Christ in the believer the hope 
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OF GLORY. Observe the force and beauty of this declaration : The 
root of every attainment and principle of spiritual fertility is " Christ; " 
the $ail in which that root is planted by faith, and in which it germi- 
nates, is " in you ;" the ascendin/i^ stem, which rises from earth to heaven, 
under the influence of the Spirit, is " hope;" the fruit, which will be 
displayed in rich luxuriance within the Paradise of God, blooming 
in the atmosphere of immortality, is "glory;'* — a glory which eye 
hath not seen, which ear hath not heard, and which it hath not en- ' 
tered into the heart of man to conceive : for it doth not yet appear 
what we shall be; but we know that, when Christ shall appear, we 
shall be like him, for we shall see him as he rs! 

Now I assert, most explicitly, that an abandonment of the doc- 
trine of the Deity of Christ, obliterates the atonement, and 
frustrates the entire work of the Saviour. In fact, if Christ be not 
God, he is not a Saviour: if He be not a Saviour, there is no salva- 
tion; for there is no other name given under heaven amongst men, 
whereby we can be saved. If there be no salvation, there can be no 
peace of conscience in the sinner's soul — no hope of glory to shed a 
calm and tranquil lustre upon tlie otherwise dark and perplexing 
path, which leads from time to the unexplored regions of eternity. 
And if there be no peace of conscience here, and no hope of glory 
hereafter, there is but one alternative — a fearful lookiug-for of judg- 
ment and fiery indignation, which will destroy the transgressors. 
Would to God, my friends, — and I speak with all the sincerity 
and solemnity of feeling with which, as a minister of the gospel, I 
ought to be impressed, when I address immortal and accountable 
beings upon those subjects which concern eternity, — would to God, 
that every individual who now hears me,—- whether amongst those who 
hold what are termed Unitarian views, or amongst those of other 
denominations, who are destitute of the vitality and power of godli- 
ness, — were at this moment savingly converted to God, and that this 
were the hour of your justification, so that you might depart from 
this assembly with the Spirit of God speaking peace to your con- 
sciences; and that, as the Eunuch went on his way rejoicing when 
Philip had spoken to him of Christ, so you might be enabled to 
walk through your earthly pilgrimage, rejoicing in that name which 
is above every name; being washed, and sanctified, and accepted, 
through him who died for your sins, and rose again for your justifi- 
cation; evincing your love to the Redeemer by keeping his com- 
mandments, and looking for that redemption which will be fully 
consummated at the second coming of Christ, who shall change the 
bodies of our humiliation, so as to transform them into a likeness 
with his glorified body, by that energy wherewith he is able even to 
subdue all things unto himself. 

And now — may that great Being, in whose smile the angels of 
heaven exist — and whose glory, and majesty, and mercy, constitute 
the very atmosphere from which the unfallen and sainted inmates 
of the universe derive all their moral beauty and felicity — may He 
graciously pardon in me, his unworthy servant, whatever, throughout 
this discussion, I have spoken inconsistently with the sacred truths of 
his word; and may he — by a display of that moral omnipotence which 
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be hat ever at commaiid — came the brigliliieM aad iHQmiQatibiii 
which suiTooiids hk (hrone> gradoally and gradually to eitpand, ooti£ 
it shall eoaprehend within its ample and aneircntnseribed circoD^- 
ference, the dark and dismal iateUeota of those who reject his Gospel 
and deny hia SoaL 

At the close o£ Mr. Bagot'e address^ Mr. PORTER said that 
he had a qnestioB which he would be glad ta propose to that gentle^ 
BUkD^ if the regulatiena permitted* 

Mr. BAGOT stated that, in his opinion, the 4th rule, which gave 
the privilege of asking sach questions, did not contemplate the closing 
address of either party. In this decision the Chairmen concurred,, 
and the question was not put 



Mr. porter^— Throughout the whole of this, controversy, 1 
feave afways been pleased to hear Mr. Bagot raise his powerful voice 
lo its highest pitch, and to firid him delivering his sentiments with 
Aose graces of oratory, of it'hich he is so consummate a master : for 
I have uniformly observed, that, in proportion to the redundance of 
his declamation, was the deficiency of his argument; and, in the 
inverse ratio of the sound emitted, was the quantity of sense which 
the sound conveyed. You may imagine, therefore, with what delight 
I heard him commence the setmon on the Atonement, which he has« 
just delivered. You tnay imagiae the pleasure which I felt, when I 
beheld Mr. Bagot turn away from the subject whk& has brought us. 
here this day,, to indulge in a harangue, which had no more connex- 
ioa with that iioaportant topic, than with any other in the whole circle 
of controversial theology! But there was one point in his hatangue,. 
which — standing before you> and before the public, as a man, 1 trust,. 
•f sooe pretesislons io: an honest name — I feel it incumbent upon 
me not to pass over in silefice. I refbr to that part of his speech, in 
which Mt. Bagot talked to loudly and so fervently concerning the 
guih of B^A.st>»EMY, as attaching itself to^ those who hold certaini 
ttpinioiM^ which, whether truly of falsely, he imputed to me, and 
those whoe generally agree with me in theological opinion. Now, L 
appeaii to. all who- are here present, ii?hether, when two- genttemen 
meet to» make arrangements for the public discussion of a great sub- 
jecti it could be anticipated that thia was to be the way in which the 
debate sheuld be condtxctedP' ! appeal ta every gentleman who^ 
heara me, and who is acquainted with the practice of debate in pub- 
Mc assemblies^ whether this is the ussige which prevails, — I do not say 
among miniatera of religion only, but among any men who support 
a respectable rank in society, — when they come together to consider 
in common the arguments on bo^ sides of a disputed question P Is. 
it not, among perseoaof thia description^ the first rule of debate, that 
nothing shajl be in^nted tOr an opponent that implies criminality. 
ftahniomly, or wUhoat diteet proof?' And, I ask. What blacker 
charge could be advanced against me, — ^^a professed follower of the' 
Lord Jeitus €hri»t, and a minister of his Holy Gospel, — than the 
abominable and atrocious one of blaspremy P— siuh blasphemy, too,. 
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Hhtit, tomphred wttb it, the crime for which Satan was expelTed fron 
heaven ginks into iDaignificance ! I hope that Mr. Bagot himself, on 
reiection, will he sorry for the expression, and will retract it; but, 
until it be retracted, I never will reciprocate wHh him the language 
of friendship ! He is so fond of calling me his friend, that he re- 
peated the phrase, even after — and almost immediately after — knpu^ 
ting to me ike crime of blasphemy f I say again, that, nntil the 
offensive expression is retracted, I will not bestow that name on him« 
I know what is due to my own character. This hand is clean; and 
never shaU it grasp in friendship that of the man who attempts to 
fasten upon me this odious imputatioti. 

Mr. Bagot has not failed, in his last speech, — nor, indeed, in 
almost any previous one, — to taunt me with keeping something of 
my real opinions in reserve; and he has even extended the accusa*> 
tion to that religious body with which it is my happiness and — hu^- 
manly speaking — my pride to be connected, it is an honour and a 
happiness to be connected with the Unitarian body, and I feel it so; 
for i feel and glory in the conviction,- that, with a body of men more 
liberal, more intelligent, more inspired with the charity of the Gospel, 
I could not be connected. Mr« Bagot has taunted me, and the other 
members of this religious body, with keeping something in reserve,, 
and with not avowing our real sentiments. But I appeal to every 
individual nho hears me now, and has heard me throaghoat this 
entire discussion, whether, if chargeable with any fault in the manage- 
ment of my argument, it has not been one of a directly opposite kind* 
I appeal to every pl^rson who dispassionately Hstened to me, whether 
I have not repeatedly made admissions, which I knew would be laid 
hold of to be turned against me — ^which, in point of foct, were so 
turned against me; and from which, had I chonen to practise the 
wisdom of the serpent, I should cautiously have abstained J This, 
charge, ther^<H*e, I fearlessly pronounce, is net founded on fact, and 
will not tell with the public, who have attended here throughout thia 
debate. But to prevent this accusation from being circulated and 
credited by those who, not having been here in person, will take their 
accounts of the controyersy from vague rumour and anonymous re- 
port, I now repeat, on purpose that it may appear in the printed nar- 
rative of these proceedings, the leading articles of the faith which I 
hold concerning the subjects debated between myself and Mr. Bagot; 
and they are these: — 

1 believe, then, that the Scriptures of the r Old and New Testa- 
ments contain a full, perfect, and explicit revelation of God s most 
holy will ; that they are the only infallible standard of truth and 
duty ; and that they are mercifully designed, and eminently calcu- 
lated, to promote the dearest interests of men, as rational, moral,, 
and accountable beings. 

I believe that these divine records unite with the voice of reason 
and of nature, in proclaiming the great truth, which is the fouU'^ 
dation of all true religion, that there ia One, and only Oub^ Etek* 
f4hh and Seu'-existemt Gob — infinite in power, wisdom, goodness,, 
jtistice, holiness, mercy, and all other possible perfections. Upon 
iliia immoveable basis, I rest my faith and hope; and I believe, that 
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a depaKure from this great fHinciple led to all the «operstitioa afld 
idolatry of ancient days, and has (m>duced all the corruptions of 
Christianity which have preyailed in more modern times. I cling, 
therefore, to the unrivalled Supremacy of the One God, the Father, 
with a fidelity which cannot he shaken; and I maintain, as the plain- 
est of all the doctrines taught in Scripture, the strict Unity of that 
great God, who is not only the God of the universe, but, as the 
Bible declares, is also the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

Whilst I thus believe, on the sure warrant of Scripture, that there 
is One God, I equally believe, on the same divine authority, that there 
is one Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus, I be- 
lieve that this glorious and gracious being, who is called in Scripture 
the Saviour and the Son of God, possessed glory with his Father 
before the world was, and was beloved of the Father before the foun- 
dation of the world. I believe that he came down from heaven, to 
do the will of his Father who sent him, upon earth. I believe liiat 
he is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation, 
who became flesh and tabernacled among men, full of grace and 
truth; and, finally, that he is the exalted being, whom the Father 
hath appointed to be the Judge of the living and of the«dead. 

But while I believe the words of Holy Writ which testify the 
previous existence and glory of our Divine Master, and which ani^ 
mate my soul with gratitude for his amazing condescension in coming 
to save sinners, I also believe that the Scriptures are not less express 
and explicit on the subject of his subordination and inferiority to the 
Father. 

I believe that this great doctrine, which indtcates the Unity and 
Supremacy of God, runs through the whole of the New Testament. 
I believe that it was the consistent and constant declaration of our 
Lord himself; who, on every occasion, ascribed his power and wis- 
dom and authority to the Father as its source, and represented him- 
self only as the agent whom the Father employed in effecting his 
purposes of mercy to the human race. I believe that the apostolic 
writings are filled with texts, maintaining, in the clearest terms, the 
unrivalled Supremacy of the Father; convincing us that there is but 
One God, the Father, and one Lord, Jesus Christ — that the head of 
every man is Christ, and the head of Christ is God; and informing 
us, that at the last, when all things shall be subdued unto the Son, 
then shall the Son himself be put into subjection to him that put all 
things under him, that God may be all in all. These things I believe^ 
and these things 1 maintain and teach. 

That there are difficulties connected with the particulars of this 
assemblage of religious truths, I have always felt; and have acknow- 
ledged, in the course of this debate, with a candour which I should 
have been glad to see imitated. I have allowed, and I allow, thac 
there are difficulties attached to my peculiar views of the Christian 
doctrine. But, let me ask, what system of faith is there, or has there 
ever been in the world, that has not been attended with its difficul- 
ties and its doubts ? Where is the point of faith — where is the prin- 
ciple of religion, whether natural or revealed, which has nut b?en 
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disputed and objected to — disputed and objected to, not by men of 
captious and supercilious minds alone — not by those merely who seek 
to be wise above what is written ; but by persons whom we cannot 
but believe, in the exercise of that Christian charity which we all 
hope to receive, to have been, in the main, sincere and good men, 
and candid and honest inquirers after truth ? Now, when such men 
are driven into doubt or disbelief, there must be difficulties. To say 
that my system has its difficulties, is only saying that it partakes of 
a property which is common to every doctrine under the sun. 

And since I am taunted with these admitted difficulties, con- 
nected with my creed, I ask, are there none to be found in that sys- 
tem which my reverend opponent has defended? Is there no difficult, 
no perplexing circumstance, connected with the faith which he pro- 
fesses, either in the statements of its creed, or in the proof of its 
doctrines? If there be no difficulties in Trinitarianism, why has 
there been that reluctance against which I have so often and so 
loudly exclaimed, to bring forward the doctrine of the Trinity as a 
subject of discussion in this controversy ? Why is it that we heard, 
from my reverend opponent, scarcely a word upon that point, until 
now it comes out at the eleventh hour, when there is no time to 
canvass its arguments, and examine its foundation? If there be no 
difficulties in the scheme of the Orthodox, how comes it, I would 
ask, that all the Unitarian Churches that exist throughout the world 
were origrnally formed of members gathered out of Trinitarian folds? 
If there are no difficulties connected with their system, how comes it 
that the aspect of the world would justify the Orthodox in applying 
to their Unitarian brethren the words of John the Baptist to our 
Lord — "Htf mttsi increase, but I must decrease" P And how is it 
that we sometimes hear it said, by orthodox authorities themselveS| 
that Unitarianism is like the lion's den in the fable — 

Vestiffia nulla retrorsum ! 

But I go farther. If there be no doubts and difficulties connected 
with the Trinitarian system, bow comes it that Trinitarians them- 
selves are so little united, even upon the true statement of the doc* 
trine of the Trinity ? That there are differences of opinion subsist- 
ing between various classes of Unitarians, — and more especially 
between those among us who admit the pre-existence of Christ as a 
Scripture doctrine, and those who cannot so receive it, — I have no 
wish to conceal, and have never affected to deny. Upon this point, 
I have repeatedly, and in very express terms, declared to Mr. Bagot 
my own peculiar views, so that he could have no room for doubt or 
ambiguity. But I refused from the very first to make them the sub- 
ject of controversy with Mr. Bagot. 1 reserved them, and reserve 
them still, to be settled with my Unitarian brethren in our own calm, 
dispassionate, rational, and charitable mode of conducting such dis- 
cussions. Since, however, these differences of opinion among Uni- 
tarians have been once and again referred to, I would ask Mr. Bagot, 
whether there are no differences of opinion, even on the doctrine of 
ike Trinity itself, anaong orthodox men — persons who call themselves, 
and are called by others, Trinitarians; and who would be in no small 
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degree indignant, wer« the jiuUce of tbe appeHation dented? If 
there are no differences of opinion among the Domioally Orthodox oa 
this subject, how is it, that in their controversies with each other* we 
hear of the Ciceronum Trinity, and the Cartesian Tnnity, and the 
jiriUoUlian Trinity, and the Pialonic Trinity; all of them designated 
by names borrowed from profane philo8ophy-«Jia»es whidi are con- 
fessedly unknown to the writers of the New Testament, and to which 
the Word of God gives no countenance? If we are to embrace the 
doctrine of the Trinity, are we to believe, I would submissively in- 
i|ttire,— are we to believe, with Dr. Wallis, whose opkiien has been 
sanctioned by a decree of the University of Oxford, that the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, are no more three distinct, intelligent 
persons, than the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the 
God of Jacob, are three distinct Gods? Or are we to acknowledge, 
with Or. SuEaLOCK, Bishop of London, that the Three Persons of 
the Trinity are as much three distinct infinite minds as Peter, James, 
and John, are three men? — an opinion which the leanied body 
before-named decreed to be **/ahSf impious^ and heretical " / Are 
we to believe, with the Athanasian Creed, that the Father is Al- 
mighty, the Son. is Almighty, and the Holy Ghost is Almighty; 
and yet there are not three Almighties; there is but one Almighty? 
Or are we to believe, with Dr. Burnet, that the Son and the Holy 
Ghost are created beings, and are God only by the indwelling c^ 
the Father 8 Deity ? Are we to believe, with Bishop Gastaelx*, 
that the Father includes the whole idea of God, and $aineiking morg 
^— .that the Son inoludesthe whole idea of God, anc/ something mon^^ 
and that the Holy Ghost includes the whole idea of God, and some^ 
thing more; while all three together make exactly one God, and 
nothing more? Or are we to believe, with Bishop Bvbobss, that the 
Father is a persoB, but not a being ; the Son is a person, but not a 
being; the Holy Ghost is a person, but not a beings and that these 
is three personal nonenties make one entire and perfect being ? Such 
the onintelligible jargon which is substituted for the simple doctrine 
i>f Scripture, that there is One God, the Father, and One Lord, 
Jasus Christ I It is evident that each of these learned divines 
lielieved in a Trinity of his own ; and each roust have regarded all 
the rest as ignorant, or deniers of the true God. Had my reverend 
opponent considered these differences between the Orthodox them- 
aelves, on a doctrine which, as his creed declares, unless a man be- 
lieves^ *^he shaU without doubt perish everlastingly," perhaps his 
aarcasms about the diversities of opinion among Unitarians on points 
-of far inferior moment, would have been spared. At all events, if 
4iny argument be founded on such diversities, I have said enough to 
show that it applies to his own system with much greater force than 
it does to mine* 

In the various addresses which I delivered since the first day 
<of this discussion, I was anxious to lay before you as much aS 
the time allotted to me would enable me to bring forward, of the 
«lear, full, and distinct evidence wiiich the New Testament affords, 
in proof of the doctrine which I embodied in the two propositions 
whose defence I undertook^ On account of the number of texts 
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^tdi I had to adduce^ it was sot easy for me to crovrd even a 
^eopieisn seleoCton from the entire iwniber Idca my speeches, and, at 
the same timey to answer all the at^aments adduced by Mr. Bagot. 
'In order to do jsstice to ray cause, I felt myself obliged to take up 
« good part of the mitire time allotted to moy in layiog before you 
€fae dkect evidence on my own side of the argument. It was not 
-easy, having so much business of my own to perform, to ^lk>w Mr. 
Bagot in all his devious labyrinths, to trace him in every turn, andhiifift 
•him out of those intricate coverts in whidi his mysterious doctrines 
were concealed. Having now a little time remaining, I shall not 
-follow the example, which he has aet, of deviating from the subject 
.of debate ; but shall essploy my leisure in canvassing some of the 
reasonings which he has brought forward. These arguments I shall 
endeavour to state as fairly and as impartially as if T believed in their 
cogency myself. Mr. Bagot, you must remember, argued with great 
confidence for the clei»' proof of the proper Deity of the Word, to 
be derived from 1 John v. 20: 

And we know that the Son of God is come, and hath g^yen us an ander- 
utandingr, that we may know Him that is true: and we are in Him that i» true, in 
his Son Jesus Christ. Thi$ i§ tha triM God and eternal life. 

(The latter part of the verse is in the original, xa/ U/i,ev h rf dXij^/vy;, 
.Iv rw M)(f ahroij 'Ijjtfou X^t&ru' oJrSg Ittrtv, x.r.X.) 

Now Mr. Bagot affirmed, that these wordsof the Apostle John must 
be viewed as giving to our Lord Jesus Christ the title of ** the true 
€M" If so, every one will admit that the text afbrds a very weighty 
argument in favour of his proper Deity. He was quite right in intima- 
ting, that Unitarians do not conceive that the words ** true God and 
eternal life " are to be referred to our Lord Jesus Christ, but to *^ Him 
that is truey** who is mentioned in the preceding clause, and is there 
found tb be the Fc^het^ of our Lord Jesue Christ. The question 
•mounts to this : Are we to understand the last clause as affirming 
that **Je9us Christ is the true God and eternal life"? or, simply, 
«s declaring that **He who m true, is the true God and eternal life'? 
The latter is the interpretation adopted by the Unitarian expositors; 
the former, by the Orthodox. Mr. Bagot argued in oppoBitiop to the 
'Unitarian, and in support of the Orthodox interpretation of this text, 
-—that the pronoun ^rog (4kisy must refer to 'itiew X^^^li, (Jesus 
Christy) as the last antecedent in the sentence with which the pronoun 
can agree. And so unquestionably it is: but let me assure you, that 
that consummate master of criticism. Professor GRiJESBAcif, to whose 
edition of the New Testament I have so often called your attentiooy 
and whose perfect candour and sbcerity I never heard impugned 
until I mounted this platform, marks the words 'l^jtfoD Hfii^r^^ rJesus 
Christ,) on which this criticism' is founded, as of douhtful autnerity. 
If they are removed from the text, the word abrov, (his,)— which un- 
doubtedly refers to ^^Him that is true^* in the preoediog clause- 
becomes the last antecedent; and the whole passage will read 
literally thus: "jind we know that the Son of God is come^ and hath 
ffiven %ts understanding, that we may know Him that is true: and we 
are in Him that is true, [wtiilst] in the Son of Him. This is the true 
God and eternal life:**'^wt, more agreeably to the English idiom : 

Bb 
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^^ We are in him that is true, [whilst] in the Son of him who is the 
true God and eternal life." No satisfactory argument can be founded 
on a basis so frail as a doubtful and uncertain reading. 

But afrer all, even allowing the received text~to stand unaltered, 
where is the proof that oinn (this) must, of necessity, refer to the 
last antecedent, *'Jnu$ CkrUi" and not to the preceding one, 
<< Him that is true V Unless such proof be afforded, this text cannot 
be quoted in support of the proper Deity of the Word ; for the Uni- 
tarian exposition of it may be the true one. I venture to affirm, 
such proof cannot be produced; nay, I could produce numerous in- 
stances from Scripture of the very contrary. I turn, for example, to — 

Acts It. 10 — 12. *Be it known onto yoa all, and to all the people of Israel, 
that by the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God 
raised from the dead, even by him doth this fHon stand before you whole. This 
{oSroi) is the stone which was set at nought of you builders, which is become 
the head of the comer. Neither is there sanation in any other: for there is 
none other name under heaven g;iven among men whereby we must be saved. 

Apply Mr. Bagot*8 principle to this text: assume that the pronoun 
c^roi (this) must of necessity refer to the immediate antecedent, and 
not to the more remote; and you make the Apostle Peter declare to 
the rulers of the Jews, that the impotent man whom he had healed, 
was " tlie stone which the builders rejected, but which became the head 
of the corner;" and not only so, but that he was the only medium of 
salvation vouchsafed by God to the human race. Again, we read in — 

Acts vii. 17 — 19. But when the time of the promise drew nigh, which God 
had sworn to Abraham, the people grew and multiplied in Egypt, till another 
king arose, who knew not Joseph. The same (ourog, ** this person,'') deaU sub- 
tMy with our kindred, and evil entreated our fathers, so that they cast out their 
yuung children, to the end they might not live. 

Now, unless we refer the pronoun oZrog to a remote antecedent, 
passing over that which immediately precedes it, we shall find in 
these words a declaration that the Patriarch Joseph was the persecutor 
of the Israelitish people, and not the cruel and perfidious king of 
Egypt. 

•Or, let us apply Mr. Bagot*s principle to a passage which occurs 
in the writings of the very Apostle Whose words we are considering, 
in the very next Epistle to that in which this text is found, and we 
shall obtain some unexpected results. 

2 John, ver. 7. For many deceivers are entered into the world, who confess 
not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. This {oSrog) is a deceiver and an 
antichrist. 

On Mr. Bagot s principle of interpretation, the disciple whom Jesus 
loved applies the last two epithets to his beloved Lord and Master! 
And now, having demonstrated that the proposed rule of syntax makes 
our blessed Lord to be a deceiver and an antichrist, I follow Mr. 
Bagot*s example by returning it to himself, to make of it what farther 
use' he pleases. 

But 1 am not yet done with this text, I John v. 20. You will 
remember — at least such of you as have attended during the progress 
^f this discussion— that Mr. Bagot, with an air of magisterial autho- 
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rity, laid it down as a principle of Greek construction^ tbat the term 
which occurs in the predicate of a proposition in which it is found, 
never admits the article. Compassionating my ignorance of syntax^ 
he iuqnired, with reference to some remarks of mine upon John i. 1, 
*' Did I not know the reason why the word Qshg, in the latter clause of 
that verse> was found without the article P" and then proceeded to 
state the rule which 1 have just mentioned as the reason^ and as an 
unquestionable position. In support of the view which I took of the 
construction in that passage, I had previously adduced the express 
testimony of Eusebius, a learned and eminently conscientious writer, 
who was a Greek by birth, spoke the Greek language, and wrote in it 
to and for those who, like himself, spoke that language from their 
infancy. His testimony I gave at length, explicitly confirming the 
opinion which I had expressed, that the grammatical structure of the 
sentence in John i. 1, would have admitted the article in the predi- 
cate, had the evangelist meant to convey the idea that the Word was 
God in the strict and proper sense. 1 also referred to the opinion of 
Orioen — perhaps the most learned of all the Greek fathers of the 
church, and especially versed in subjects of criticism — which is pre- 
cisely to the same effect, though I had not time to quote the passage 
in full, owing to its length. One might have expected that the 
judgment of Eusebius and Origen would have carried some weight 
in the determination of a question such as this. But you will re- 
member how Mr. Bagot set himself, as a Greek scholar, far above 
Eusebius and Origen, so that he did not even deign to notice their 
opinion; but, turning to me, in astonishment at my ignorance of so 
obvious a truth, proceeded to enlighten me by laying down, for my 
information, the rule that the predicate of a proposition does not 
admit the article. 

Now I refer you once more to 1 John v. 20, which, be it remem- 
bered, is an example of his own selection — a text which he himself 
has adduced, and put prominently forward, both in his Abstract and 
in this discussion; and with which, therefore, he ought to be supposed 
to be well acquainted. I take that very clause, ('* This is the true 
God, and eternal life,") on which his argument was built; and, 
turning to the Greek Testament, I find in the original — 

i^SrSg iifriv 'O akridivhg &shg xai *H ^«ii atutviog' 

The article in the predicate ! 

Who is ignorant of Greek syntax now ? Which of us requires to be 
taught the common rules and principles of construction ? 

Nor is this a solitary example of the article occurring in the 
predicate of a proposition. Look, for instance, to another passage 
in the same Epistle, — 

1 John ii. 7. The old commaDdment is the word which ye have heard from 
the beginning. 

In the Greek: ri ivroX^ h 'JraKaid krtv *0 Xoyog ov rixovdan d'r ag%?$' 
— the article in the predicatel 

And again in — 

1 John iii. 4. Whosoever committeth sin, transgresseth also the law^^ Cui 
sin is the transgression of the law. 
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Thft origioai of tbe lait ekofe iM, nai n i^t^M^im ^rm H iMftdor^-ikm 
orHeU tn the predica/U* 

And still ibrtfaer, we read in that noted passage, — 

I John y. 6. This is be that came b^r water and blood, [eTenl Jesus Christ r 
not by water only, bnt by water and blood; and It is the spiiit that beaxetb 
wiuieasy beeaase Me spirit i» tniUk. 

These last words are in the 6reek> r6 ^empM Itfriy ^ a>Jikmr — the arti- 
cle in the predicate I 

I have selected all Aese examples from one not very long epis- 
tle, written by the evangelist John; but we need not go so far away: 
from the first verse of his Gospel, for a proof tiiat the rnk lakL down 
by Mr. Bagot will not bear the test of examination* In the fourth 
verse of the very same chapter, (which is, in English, *' In him was 
life, and the life was the light of men,") we have, in the original, 
h Zj»^ nv TO 9«( Ttitv ai^cikr^v* — the article in the oredieatef 

AAer these specimens, yon will be able to judge eithea of Mr. 
Bagot 8 caution or his scholarshipw Yon find him hasmrding aaser-* 
tions which the very same context on which he comments is sufficient 
to refute. I think you will agree with me, thai, if the explanaAion 
which I proposed be good and valid in other respects, there is noitliing 
in the canon of ray reverend opponent to prevent its adoption. 

Now yon will remember that my object in proposing my criticism 
on John i. 1, was to establish a distinction between the meaning of 
the term Gad, in the former part of the verse, where it is found in tbe 
original with the article, and the corresponding term in the last mem- 
ber of the text, where the article is wanting. I argued that, unless 
we recognise this distinction, we fall into tbe absurdity of making the 
evangelist declare that the word is the same God with whom he i&. 
My position has been questioned by Mr. Bagpt; and, therefore, it is 
to be presumed, that he maintains that tbe term " God" is to be un-< 
derstood in the same sense in both clauses; and, in point of fact,. he 
adduced his criticism expressly to refute my observation. Lei ua 
suppose, then, that the term is to be understood in the same sense in 
both clauses of the verse, and inquire to wliat results this principle 
will lead. The Apostle declares that — 

In tbe begiBning was tbe word, and the word was widi God, and tbe word 
was God. 

Now Mr. Bagot tells us that in this verse the term Word means the 
divine nature of Christ, or, as it is commonly expressed, " (xod the 
Son;" and first let us suppose that, by the word God, we are to on«> 
deratand, " God the Father." The whole wfll' then read ^us r 

In the beginning was God the Son, and God the Son was ^ith God the 
Father, and God the Son wu God the Father! 

" God the Son tra« God the Father!" This is downright heresy; 
confounding the persons, and therefore subjecting its author to the 
anathema of the Athanasian Creed! Thb explanation will not do; 
and, therefore, we must have recourse to some other plan of interpret- 
ing the passage. Let us then suppose, as before, that by the iFord 
we are to understand the divine nature of Christ, that is, God the 
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Son, the seconid peison in the Trinity; and that b^ the lenn God 
we are to understaiid the whole Trinity, God the Fathev, God the 
Son, and God the Holy Gihost. On this vieiF of the phraseology, 
the assertion of the Apostle will be as follows: 

In the beginoiiig was Gad the Son, [the second pereon ^ the TidnUffj) aad 
God the Son, (the second person nf the Trinity was witk the fshoile. Trimfyf 
(God the Father, God the Sod, and God the Holy Ghost;) and God the Son, 
{the second person of the Trinity^) was the whole Tainitt, God the Father, 
God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost! 

" The second person of the Trinity was the Trinity !*' This is a worse 
heresy than before; for it not only confounds two persons of the triad, 
but mixes np the whole three in inextricable confusion ; and thus it 
will be found, on trial, that every attempt to make either sense or 
orthodoxy out of this verse will fail, so long as we affix the same sig- 
nification to the term " God,** in the two clauses of the verse. li 
must tlien, at last, be conceded, that it is to be understood in two 
distinct senses, in the first and second members of the verse; and if 
this be conceded, the whole question is yielded to the Unitarians, 
so far as it depends upon the interpretation of this passage. I defy 
Mr. Bagot, and I defy any rational being, to put any consistent or 
intelligible interpretation upon this passage, unless he admits that 
distinction in the signification of the word *' God," for which I con- 
tended : and this distinction, if once admitted, takes away the whole 
basis of his reasoning. 

There is another passage on which Mr. Bagot seemed to lay 
great stress, and which he repeatedly brought forward. Having 
omitted to notice it before, and being desirous of treating his> argu-* 
ments with all possible respect, which I should not do by leaving 
them unreplied to, when time permits me to reply, I shall now give 
it. a brief consideration. The passage to which I refer, is the excla- 
mation of Thomas, on witnessing our Saviour alive after his resur- 
rection : " My. Lord, and My Godf" It is recorded in — 

JoRN XX. 28. Thomas answered and said unto him, Mv Loan, and Mr 
God! 

Mr. Bagot takes it for granted, that these words are addressed to 
Christ, and that they contain a recognition of his proper Deity; but 
they may-^just as naturally as regards the mere verbal construction, 
and much more so^ as relates to the sense and meaniny of the terms 
employed— *be considered as an ejaculation, or exclamation of won- 
der and surprise, addressed by the Apostle to thb Supreme Being,, 
by whose, power the miracle which his eyes beheld must have been. 
efTected. Thus interpreted, they afford no proof of the Deity of 
Christ; but, on the contrary, contain another of the many instancea 
of religious worship addressed to God, the Father, only. I know it 
may be supposed that the words, '* Thomas answered and said unto 
himi* distinctly mark out Jesus himself as the person addressed in 
the subsequent words ; but the Scripture idiom will not support the 
criticism. There are many cases m which, in the language of 
Scripture^ one person is declared to have '^answered," or '*said" 
unto another, words which were not addressed to that other person 
directly; but which were only spoken with reference to him, or to 
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somethiDg that had fallen from him. An example of this kind, bear- 
ingy in some respects^ a striking resemblance to the phrase employed 
by the Apostle Thomas, occurs in 1 Sam. xx. 12 : ** And Jonathan 
said iffifo David, O Lord God ov Israel," &c. No one supposes 
that, by this address, Jonathan meant to recognise his friend and 
comrade as the Lord Jehovah, and the God of Israel. All that he 
intended evidently was, to call God to witness the covenant which 
he was about to make; the words, " Lord God of Israel,** not being 
addressed to David, notwithstanding their seeming connexion with, 
the preceding clause. There is nothing to prevent the same princi- 
ple of explanation from being applied to the passage before us. If 
so, it cannot be considered as a proof of Mr. Bagot's position. This 
is no " algebraic process of positive and negative quantities/* as Mr. 
Bagot has repeatedly denominated similar observations made by me. 
I am not employing one passage of Scripture to destroy or neutralize 
another, but simply to explain its meaning. Unitarianism does not 
require the destruction of a single text in the whole Bible. It has 
no contradictions in itself, nor does it assume or allow that such exist 
in the Scriptures; for its own foundation is the simple meaning and 
direct assertion of the Word of God. All that I have done in this 
and former instances, is to employ those passages which are clear 
and obvious, to assist in determining the signification of similar lan- 
guage occurring in texts which would otherwise be liable to some 
degree of obscurity and doubt. Nor is this a novel principle: it is 
nothing but the adherence to a rule of interpretation long since pro- 
pounded, and universally recognised. 

Again : Mr. Bagot places much reliance on the words of our Sa- 
viour, in John v. 22, 23: — 

For the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all judgment unto the 
Son: that aU [men] shotdd hoAOur the Son, even as they honour the Father, 

In these very words, however, the Father is represented as the 
source and origin of the Son's judicial power, and of that honour 
which accrues to him from the exercise of his functions as Judge. 
Besides, the latter clause, if understood to mean chat the Son occu- 
pies as high a rank in the scale of existence as the Father does, 
would be totally inconsistent with Mr. Bagot's own principles. He 
holds, that the term Son denotes the complex character of Christ as 
Mediator; and he has over and over again declared, that Christ, in 
his mediatorial chai^cter, is subordinate to God the Father. The 
text, therefore, on his own showing, would imply that equal honour 
is due to the subordinate person, and to his superior ; which would 
be destructive of the very idea of subordination. But there is no 
necessity for recurring to such abstract reasoning. It is evident 
that the whole force of Mr. Bagot's inference depends on the mean- 
ing which we attach to the connecting particle, even as, (xadcag,) 
which he seemingly understands to signify the same as equally; or 
on a par with. But in the Lexicon of the orthodox critic, Schleus- 
NER, we find that this particle frequently signifies, "inasmuch as," 
"since,*! "because," (siquidemy quoniam, propterea quod;) and to 
prove that it has this signification, he adduces the following apposite 
and satis&ctory examples : 
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' John xvii. 1, 2. These words spake Jesus, and lifted ap his eves to heaTen, 
and said, Father! the hour is come: ^orify thy Son, that thy Son also may 
irlorify thee. As (xadui) thou hast given him power over all flesh, that he 
should give eternal life to as many as thou hast given him. 

Rom. i. 28. And as {xa^ug) they did not like to retain God in their know- 
ledge, God gave them over, &c. 

In these passages, and in many others, the particle xo^ui manifestly 
means since or because; and to explain it as signifyinfi: equally, 
or on a par, would render the passages anintelligible. That such 
is the meaning also in John v. 23, is plain from the explanation 
which our Lord himself subjoins ip the last clause of the verse: " He 
that honoureth not the Son, honoQreth not the Father who hath sent 
him.*' The passage therefore must be understood as declaring, that 
"the Father hath committed all judgment unto the Son, that all 
men may honour the Son, inasmuch as, since, or because, they honour 
the Father: for he that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not the 
Father who hath sent him." This is no strange or unheard-of prin- 
ciple in the conduct of human affairs. In Ireland, at least, we are 
acquainted with a case that is completely analogous. We are go- 
verned by a Lord Lieutenant, acting in the name and by the autho- 
rity of his Majesty the King. To the Vicegerent s lawful commands 
we are bound, on our allegiance to his royal master, to yield obedience; 
and any act of rebellion against him would be, both in conscience 
and law, an act of rebellion against the Sovereign. But all this does 
not make the Lord Lieutenant, King of Ireland. 

Mr. Bagot, in the early part of this discussion, built an argument 
for the proper Deity of the Word on Jer. xxiii. 5,6; in which, as he 
maintained, the name of " the Lord," [or Jehovah,] ** our righteous- 
nessy" is attributed by the prophet to Christ. In my reply, I affirmed, 
that, if this passage proved the proper Deity of Christ, the application 
of the very same name to the city of Jerusalem, in Jbr. xxiii. 16» would 
equally demonstrate the proper Deity of that city. Commenting on 
this observation of mine, my reverend opponent inquires, Whether I 
have forgotten my Hebrew? or how else can I suppose, that the lat- 
ter passage will bear the interpretation put upon it in the Common 
Version, which I quoted? To this inquiry, I can only answer, that 
perhaps I have forgotten some of my Hebrew. I confess, that in 
ray case, this is possible; for I believe / once had a little Hebrew to 
forget. In this particular passage, Mr. Bagot seems to think he 
has caught me between the horns of a dilemma. Either, as he ar- 
gues, I have forgotten how to translate the original correctly, or I 
have chosen to reason, knowingly, from the mistakes of the Common 
Version; in which, as he asserts, the text in question — Jer. xxxiii. 
15, 16 — is erroneously rendered. To this, I can with perfect con* 
fidence reply, that I am quite sure every one who knows me, will 
acquit me of the criminality of arguing on a basis which I knew to 
be unsound ; and will give me entire credit for veracity, when I af- 
firm, that I would not have brought forward the translation of Jer. 
xxxiiL 16, had I known or believed it to be incorrect. But I go far- 
ther than this. My reference to Jer. xxxiii. 16, was not a hasty or 
heedless allusion, I knew well the objections which had been stated 
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ginal, with a view to determine thdr force. I brought forward that 
text in argument, bacauae I was and am satisfied that the objectioi^s 
to the common rendering are perfectly vain and futile. I know, and 
allow, that the text, as pointed^ would most naturally, though not ex- 
clusuelyt admit of a different translation. But I likewise know,—^ 
and herein I have the almost unanimous consent of all modern 
Hebrew scholars of any note, — ^that the points are of comparatively 
recent date, being an invention of the Masorites in the middle ages. 
If this comparatively modern addition to the text be disregarded, — • 
as it evidently ought, — then the i|^ost obvious and natural interpre- 
tation of Jer. xxxiii. 16> becomes literally thus: 

, Anft this [is thst] which shall be calM [or naiiisd] npon her: Jshotah 

And I do maintain, that this n^bratc expression is perfectly equiva- 
lent to the English phrase adopted by King James' translators: 
*< And this is the name wherewith she shall be called, Thk Lord 
OUR Righteousness." And I argue, confidently, that this is a per- 
fectly parallel passage to that in Jer. xxiii. 5, 6, to illustrate which, I 
quoted it. When I consider the manner in which Mr. Bagot has 
spoken of the renderings of the Authorised Version thronghout this 
debate, I cannot help recalling to mind the demand which he made 
on me before it was commenced; when he declared, that the only 
standard on which he could consent to carry on this discussion, was 
the Authorised Version of the Scriptures^ admitting the genuineness, 
aathenticity, and divine authority of all and every part of the books 
contained m it. And taking into account the number of instances 
in which he has not only impugned its renderings, but, as in the 
instance just exhibited, treated them with contempt, I feel myself 
Justified in charging him with seeking to impose on me a condition 
which he himself coufd not have conscientiously accepted. 

There are several other texts noted on the paper before me, and 
numerous statements made by Mr. Bagot, upon which it would be 
highly expedient in me to comment, did time permit. But I am 
obliged to pass most of them over, unnoticed. To one point, how- 
ever, I shall refer; although I feel that, in doing so, I am sacrificing 
the opportunity of adverting to other subjects of great importance to 
the cause which 'I stand forward to defend, and which I had fully 
intended to bring under your consideration. But I perceive I must 
abandon all hope of doing-so; for I must stop when my hour is ex- 
pired. 

Mr. Bagot reasoned yesterday, in his closing speech, against the 
supposition, that an inferior or subordinate agent could, by posstbility, 
be employed in executing the work of creation. He went so far as 
to assert, that not even the Almighty could endow a being distinct 
from himself with ability to execute such a task. He admitted, that 
the work of creation itself was finite; yet argued, that no being, 
but the Supreme Being, could possibly have been enabled to perform 
it. I answer afl such hypothetic statements, by referring to John i. 
3; for there I find, that the employment of a subordinate agent is 
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expressly declared: << All tbings," says the Evao^elitt, << were made 
through "-—thai »» by means of^**him;" that is, the Word, as an 
inferior agent or instrument: for so the phrase raust be understood, 
both in the original and in the Common Version. And I find a 
similar assertion in Hbb. i. 1, 2: *<God, who at sundry times, and 
in divers manners, spake in time past unto the fathers by the pro- 
phets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son; irhom he 
hath appointed heir of all things; through whom also he hath made 
the worlds." In both these passages, and in several others to which 
there is not time to advert, the employment of subordinate agency 
in the work of creation is plainly and explicitly declared; so plainly 
in the latter passage, even if the Trinitarian version be allowed to 
stand, that nothing can be more distinct. Mr. Bagot, in his remarks 
upon this subject, protested against the d priore method of reasoning; 
but I appeal to yourselves, whether — ^when, in order to turn aside the 
arguments of the Unitarians, he denied the competency of the Al- 
mighty to endow a created being with power to create a world — he 
was not himself compelled to 

** boldly take the A prion road, 

Add reason downwards," 

till he doubted the power of God to impart to a creature the ability 
to execute a finite operation. From this remarkable specimen^ you 
will be able to judge whether it is Mr. Bagot or I wno limits the 
power of omnipotence! From the example now before you, you will 
be able to determine which of us it is that takes out of the Bible, a 
God possessed of those divine attributes which are necessary to 
render the Supreme Being the object of our confidence and faith ! 
I beseech yon to remember, it is not I, but Mr. Bagot, who as- 
serts, that it is not possible for God to employ an inferior being as 
his instrument, in accomplishing any object whatsoever, which he 
may wish to effect through such instrumentality. 

I thank Mr. Bagot for the admission which he made, when, in 
the course of his reasonings on ,the subject of Creative Power, he 
stated, that there cannot possibly be two almighty beings or persons 
in the universe. I thank hifai for this admission, because it seems 
to me directly to contradict the articles of his own faith, and to 
confirm and establish the Unitarian doctrine. Did time permit, I 
would, as Mr. Bagot has expressed it, take the loan of this principle 
for a little, to show how it n^ay be turned against himself, and against 
the Athanasian Creed, which declares that " the Father is Almighty, 
the Son is Almighty, and the Hply Ghost is Almighty." Now this 
seems to approach very closely to the assertion of three Almighties; 
but yet, as the creed itself is compelled to allow, " there are not three 
Almighties — there is but one Almighty." I need not recall to the 
minds of some among you, the exclamation which burst from the lips 
of the Scottish dealer, who, when attending public worship while on 
his travels iu England, happened to hear this creed recited in alter- 
nate verses by the clergyman and his clerk! 

I have only time to notice one other statement made by Mr. 
Bagot. He thren- out, in the course of his remarks, if T mistake not 
on creation, a challenge to me to produce a single passage iu \\hich 
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the power of our Saviour, properly so called, was declared to be 
derived. He admitted that our Saviour had received author Uy 
(^|outf/a) from the Father; but he denied that the power which he 
possessed {hhmfui) was ever traced to any supenor source. He 
challenged me to produce a passagfe in which any such declaration 
is made respecting the Son; and, unless I am greatly mistaken, 
offered to rest the whole argument on this issue. In reference to this 
challenge, I remark, that even if it were not expressly stated in 
Scripture, that our Lords power was derived, still the fact of his 
authority being communicated, would completely overturn the idea 
of his Supreme Divinity : for who could bestow authority, i^ovctav, 
on the Supreme Being ? But T meet Mr. Bagot on his own ground ; 
and, accepting his challenge, I beg to turn his attention and yours 
to Acts x. 38, " How Grod anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy 
Ghost, AND WITH power;*' which is, in the original, 'Isjtfouy rhv a^h 
Na^o^fr iii 6^i6if abrhy 6 &ihf 'xnvfLari ayitft nat ATNAMEI ! Here, 
beyond all question, the very term biivofitg is used in reference to our 
Saviour, and coupled with an express declaration that it was com- 
munieated to him: so that my reverend opponent might now give up 
the argument. 

I find I have now but four minutes to close my address. I rejoice 
that this controversy has taken place. I rejoice that I took that 
view of my duty as a Unitarian minister, and as a friend to the cause 
of truth, which induced me to accept the invitation or suggestion of 
Mr. Bagot, — if so he is pleased to call it, which others have con- 
strued as achallenge to the whole Unitarian body, — and which impelled 
n^e to step forward to meet this redoubted paladin. I am glad, I say^ 
that I thus stepped forward; and this consciousness shall be a lesson 
to me, as long as I live, never to allow any public attack to be made 
on my principles, — ^^hich are dear to me as my life itself; — not less 
dear to me than Mr. Bagot's are to him, though I dislike talking so 
much about them, — to which I shall not reply, when circumstances 
bring it under my particular notice. True, I am but a weak, feeble 
being; but. when a great cause is at stake, to which I have devoted 
my life, so long as I have my reason spared by the God who con- 
ferred it, and so long as health endures, I will not suffer that great 
and glorious cause to be tarnished for one moment by any reluctance 
on my part, to appear before an unwilling auditory — by any selfish 
timidity, backwardness, or reserve. I am satisfied this discussion 
has already advanced those doctrines I advocated, and will advance 
them still farther. But let me not be misunderstood. I do not ex- 
pect to make a single immediate convert. I know too well the 
power of prepossessions which are early engrafted in the jnind, — I 
know too well the pains that are taken to bring up the rising gene- 
ration under the influence of feelings of horror towards my opinions, 
— to expect that any thing I can do or say should prevail asaiost 
that force of prejudice which exists in many minds. But should only 
a few inquiring spirits, — and such are to be found in every society — 
be induced to look into the Word of God, and there read, whether 
these things indeed are so; — should this be the result in any candid 
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minds, and especially should it foe the result in any considerate 
numher of instances, T am satisfied the discussion in which I have 
been engaged^ must tend to the growth of those principles for which 
I have contended. For truth is mighty, and it will prevail ; and we 
have a promise that a time will come^ and a hope that it is rapidly 
approaching, when "Jehovah shall be One, and his name One." 



At the termination of this address, Mr. Bagot stepped forward to 
propose a series of Questions to Mr, Porter; but Mr. Andrews, one 
of the Chairmen, objected to his doing so, on the ground of his 
having refused to receive a question from Mr. Porter, after the con- 
clusion of his last address. Mr. Bagot immediately said, that this 
had escaped his recollection, and he at once acauiesced in the Chair- 
man's decision, but requested Mr. Porter to allow him to make an 
explanation in reference to his use of the word ** blasphemy." To 
this, Mr. Porter assented; and — i 

Mr. bagot said. — Mr. Porter has shown, by some remarks in 
his last address, that he understood me to have associated the charge 
of blasphemy fersonally with him. I beg to say, I had no such in- 
tention. If he wishes to know what my feelings are towards him and 
those who agree with him in religious opinion, he will 6nd them 
stated in the 10th chapter of the Epistle of Paul to the Romans, at 
the 1st verse, where the Apostle says — " Brethren, my heart's desire 
and prayer to, God for Israel is, that they may be saved." 

Mr. porter.— When I said that if the offensive words which 
I understood to be applied to me were retracted, I should give the 
hand of friendship to Mr. Bagot, I spoke in the sincerity of my soul ; 
and thus I redeem the pledge. 

Mr. Porter presented to Mr. Bagot his hand, which he cordially 
shook. 

The Chairmen then announced that the discussion terminated^ 
and the assembly dispersed. 



FINIS. 
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